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The paper discusses the three hypothetical market baskets of
, 80ods and services f8r which BLS publishes annual cost estimates.
" Thig program is referred.to as the standard budgets or family
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SO PREFACE . . . ' .
Sectlon 823 of the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93- 380)
requires’ a thorough study of the manner ’in which the
. relative measure of poverty for use in. the financial
_ assistance program, authorized by Title I of the Elementary
| and Secondary Edication’ Act of 1965, may be mor e accurately
and currently developed, . .
* That financidl ass1stance program is admihistered by the Commissioner
of Education, thraugh the Office of Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. An important feature is the use of a formula
.prescribed by Section 103 of, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
for .the annual distributiop of, Federal Tunds to school districts. A
s1gn1f1cant factor in the“formula is the number of school-&ged children
5-¢0 17 in poor families within each school district. The measyre of
poverty which is used, and which is 3: subject of the study mandated
:'by Section 823, is the Federal gover ht's official statistical definition
.of poverty (also known as the-Orshansky, OMB, Census Bureau, or Social
Security poverty lmes) ,
, Other wbrk related to poverty measurement has been.called for in
_ recent legislative acts.. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre-.
hensive household budget data at différent levels of living, including
~ a "Tevel of adeguacy.” ,Any such review of the level of adequacy must
necessarlly be closel ‘elated to measures' of poverty. The Hoysing and
Comnunlty Deveflopment A¢t of 1974 gives the Secretary of HUD authority
to adjust the poverty reasurq to reflect local variations in the <cost
of living, The Coriference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary *
to develpp or obtain data with respect to the "extent of poverty" by
metropolltan areas and to submit such data to the Congress as part of i
a March 31, 1977, report. . . , <
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Because of the bioad scope of the subject matter, coverage of the
‘study of the measure of poverty'mandated by Section 823 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 was extended to include implications of the study -
findings fdr the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal
departments and agencies. The Title I program of the Elementary and °
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed treatment, to meet
~ the 1eg1slat1ve1y—mandated Spec1f1cat1ons for the study as well as to
serve-as ‘a prlmaty example of application of the concepts of poverty
measyrement td Federll pngrams The f1nd1ngs of the study are published
in'a report entitled, "The Measure of Poverty." An 1n[50rtant objective
_of the 'study was full discussion afid documentation of the major elements
.of currently applled and potent1ally usable poverty measures. Material®*
containing essential supportmg documentation for the study was assembled
. as technical papers. These have been written to stand alone as complete -’

: techruca; treatments of spec1f1c subjects - ¢
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- The’ study was performed under ghe direct guidance of a Povert
Studies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Edudation of the Dis-"
advantaged and Mmor1t1es, Federal Inter-Agency Cormuttee on Education.
Technical papers were prepared at the request of, under 'the direction
“of,. and subject to review by the Task Force members. Some papers.
are primarily the work of one or two pérsons; these are attributed to
their authors. Others result from the collective 1nput of Task Forke !
member§ or. adv;sors and no sperific attribution 1s given except to °
the Task Force, as a whole. - R

- 'The following listings show menbers of the POVerty Stud1es Task
" Force by appropr,fate Federal departments and agenc1es, and the t1t1es
rand authors of the techmcal papers ) - . -

, N ) oo~ “ ‘ N

'I'rus report contams Techmcal Paper IV, Bureau of Laber Statistics
(BLS) Fam11y Budgets Program. ’ a&e . ‘

To-obtain cop1es of the'report, "The l‘;:;xsure of Poverty," or any af
the technwal papers, please write to:

- ’

Offbce of the ASsistant Secretary for Planning and E:valuat1on
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

200 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Room 443D - South Port.al Building

Washmq.ton, D. C .20201 /
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' . POVERTY STUDIES TASK FORCE
| ' - ' ! . Chaxrman =, L
) > ’ Bette S. Hmone A
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| : for Planning and Evaluation . -
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INTRODUCTION
. The BLS publishes estimates of the annual costs of chasing three hypo-
thetical market baskets of goods and services for each of %wo urban family-
" types. 1/ Thesé estimates are referred to\as standard budgets or as 'family R
budgets. * The budgets include allowances for .food, housing, transportation, * .
clothing, personal care, medical care,.and certain’other consumption items.
Other allowances consist of gifts and contributions, and for one family type -
allowances aré also made ’éor cupational expenses, Social Security, and ‘
rsonal income taxes. e three hypothetical market baskets, which will -
be described in more detail later in this paper,; were originally 3onstructed L
- , in an attempt to represent different standards of liging. 2/ The standards
are now referred to as lower, intermediate, and higher to reflect their
relative as opposed to absolute nature. L o ‘
One family type is a four person family comprised of a husband, -ade 38,
employed full time; a wife who does not ‘work outside the heme; and two
- children, a girl of 8 and a.boy of 13 years. The other family type is a \
retired couple consisting of a husbanq and wife, age.65 or over, who are -
.assumed to be self-supporting, in reasonably gopd health, and able to take Y
care of themselves. The| remaining discussion will be addressed to the fout - . /
person family budgets although a great deal of .the information also ap&lie_s
to the retired couple's budgets. A N W

- -

Betimates Of the budgets are published for thé urban United States and'
- 44’selected urban areas. 3/ By calculating ratios’ of the cést of ‘the btdgets
in' particular areas to the U.S. urban average cost of the budgets, it is pos- ,
- sible t'“o make comparisons of the costs among tne 44 different areas. Such - !
compar 1sons are sometimes referred to as interarea "living costs" compari-
sons, 4/ Indexes of comparative costs based on the lower, intermediate, and
_higher budgets are presented in Appendik 2. , , .
. N . , R Coae @ s .
Also, within the scope of the family budgets program the BLS publishes v
equivalence scaleg which allow for the adjustment.of the -total consumption .
cost in the four person family budgetssfor various other family sizes and-
types. The BLS equivalence scales are presented in Table 4 (see Appendix 2). -

PN i
. To summarize, the family budgets program provides: 1) estimates of
budget levels originally constructed .to represent standards of living; .
2) interarea indexes of "living costs" upen these budget estimates; and
3) adjustment-factors to convert the budgéts for other [family sizes and types. .

G aer o -
-

%

Fd .
" Because a definition of poverty {s frequently desired which determines !
some minimumm standard of income ad cy and‘also takes -account of-the varying
needs of families of ‘differeht sizes and types plus differences in the cost -of
living among different geographic areds, it has been suggeésted that parts or
all of the family budgets program be used in.defining poverty. However, becduse
- of limitations in the program, use of dhe estimates in this manner would consti-
tute a misiSe of the data. Because he possibility that, the'definit??mqi’
poverty would bé used legislatively a inistratively in the allocation -~
of funds, such-misuse’ could ,result in misallocations of monies; and because :

bd

.

L3
:

! .
5
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:criteria for welfare and social programs, sucb use could unduly reward or

: ) , ~. 1~ .
of-.the possibility that the def1n1t10n would Be used as e1191b111ty

peralize certain persons.. A general misunderstanding on the part ®f the

" general public regardmg the "precision” of such a definition would also

I .
a

v

qdite likely occur, " , v
This papg& will discuss the limitations of t’he budgets programiparticu— E
larly as they app]:y to defmmg poverty. . ,
o« -
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L) ! GENERAL LIMITATIONS P

o

Y N -
" Briefly,s the géneral limitations of the budgets program with respect to
defining poverty are: o .
L 1) As measures of income adequacy - The costs of purchasing the market {
,  baskets are often misinterpreted as 6bjectively and rigqrously determined
" dividing lines between "adequate” apd "inadequate" levels of_income. 5/,6/
However, présumably objective criter®w,. developed by scientists and technicians,
Ifor use -in developing measures of adequacy are only avajlble for food akd
. “'shelter. The remaining components of the ‘budgets are based upon technigues
which appear to be objective, but in fact are very-depetident uporf the subjec-
tive judgment of the budget makers. 7/, - .

)
s
- -

Do ’ N
. ) . As, Easu;es of" interarea, cost.of living differences - First, the -
content of the hypothetical market baskets of goods and services has been it
varied among the budget areas at the discretion of the budget makers to ’
v present a constant level of satisfaction among the areas. In order to
use the indexes based on the area’costs of thd budgets as geographic living
" cost indexes, users must make the strong assumption regarding consdfger
. satisfaction or-preferences that an individual would be‘equally satYsfied - '
with all of the matket baskets in the different areas. The strength of -, '
_ thi% assumption will be discussed later in this paper. ' E ‘

,' = Second, limited resources constrained the price data bage for ther
- family budgets program to being a modest augmentation of ‘the price data s
collected for another BLS 'pr:gram: ‘Because of conceptual and statistical
problems that were ehcofntered, the price data for the items in the family
budget market baskets do'not permit gm assessment of the statistical freli-
-ability of the budget cost:estimate® in the different areas; consequently,

no estim‘*es of-reliability can be assigned to the interarea indexes.

R Finally, the budget costs are ebtimated for only 44 urban areas. No
-estimates are available for rural' areas, states, regions, or other such:
- geographic area%. r . y S - S
. . . 5

. 3) 'As adjustment factors for various sizgs and types of families -
The BLS equlyvalence scales are based upon an admittedly- arbitrary assump-
tion with respect to levels of équivalent consumption for families of
different sizes and types. In addition, -a technique ‘called "smoothing by
inspection,” which impIicitly relied upon the intuitive expectations of
. the budget makers, was applied to actual'ex%nditg're data to derive the * i
, . ' published scales. ‘ : ' )

The remainder of this-papér .will be divided into a brief description
of the manner df living represented by the marketbaskets in the family °
« ' budgets, a discussion of the methodology used to establish the standards
in the budgets program,:.a discussion of the price measurement préblems, a
discussion of geograph¥t cost of living comparisons, and a discussion .of
the equivalence scaleg. A short section will be 3nc1uded at the end which
4 . ’ - ) ‘/ - M
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d1scusses “Yreas for future research ih 'th1s pr.ogram which may be of value
in future work related to defming poverty

J

* *' N - i [ 5
Description of the Manners of Living Represemg’d R
by the Family Budget Market Baskets /" A . .

. The market baskets for the ihree budgets are precisely specified as ’
\ '/ ' tothegqg itites‘and types of items included. 8/ .Together with the .
: / " assumptiobns regarding the reference family, thes@ market baskets describe
a certain manner of living. The following brief. descr1pt1on of the manner
of liying-may -help to set the fam11y' dgets in perspepectxve for persOns -
y unfamiliar with the program <, - . ) -
" The f'our person fam11y is well stablashg living in an urban area,
and headed by a 38 yeat old man whois ‘a' fully emplgyed worker’. The. * -
. family possesses average inventories of items such as clothing and house-
furn1sh1ngs, and. the market baskets reflect annual replacement rates for-. .
" these items. -, ‘ = .
For the intermediate level budget, the fami}y livestin gither a five -/
~ y sroom, one bath rental unit orw five-six<room, one or one. and a half bath
.home which was purchased severi years ago. 9/ For the renter €amily, the
rzrket sket contains contract rent, fuel and-utilities, when not inq
uded 1n the rent, replacement rates for a refrigérator and range, and
an insurance policy’for household contents: 10/ For the homeowner family,
. the market basket contains principal gnd 1nterest payments,  property taxes :
. and homeowner insurance, fuel and utilities, ‘tepairs ang ma1ntenance, ‘and -
reRjéement rates for a refrigerator and ranges - i

"

. . '

A

P
/

. I‘f the famjily owns a cér, it would have heen two years o'ld when the )
_ family bqught it used. Thiswcar will be kept for:four years before being -
- sold and,replaced by another twa year old caf. The mafket basket”contains -
goods and services associated with maintaining and operatmg this car for
a‘year plus an allowancge ‘for its eventual replacement. N -

In some of the larger urban areas, a certain percentage of these® fam-
ilies do not own a car but rather use'public transportation. The market L
" basket contains an allowance for a certain number of r1des_ on public
- transportation. There is an allowance ‘for" famildes who own cars‘ but. ° -

also take some r ides on public transportat1on r ’ L. |

v

o 'me family is covered by a bas1c hosp1ta1 and surgical insurante pol1cy
» , .obtained by the husband at his place of employment, and the fanuly makes a
-certain number of visits to the doctor and dentist each year.- ‘

Phe manner of’ living déscribed for tihe lower budget différs from the
manner described for. the intermediate budget The, family does not own &~
home; but rather lives in a rental unit without air cond1t1onmg Putsl ic

transpﬁ'tauon is-used more; and if a car is owned, it is'older. 4&lso, the
f family performs more services for itself ard takes advantage of free Mo
- recreational facilities. ’ . ; ot ’

. "
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. iThe mahrier'of' living described by the market basket .in the higher budget
compargd’ to the~manner described for the intermediate budget .alloygsmore
‘families to own their homes.and some families to own hew cars. Also, more
services dand household' appliances‘and equipment are bought . BN :
S Sy N .t :
In general, the differences i the mgpners of living’ described by the -
three budgets ‘are' varied according to assumptions such' as those d¥scussed
above plug-the inclusion ih the market baskets qf differentwguantities and
"qualifies of-goods and services E - .
* b ' N - ¢ - : , e ' ,. o n
" Methodology Used fo Determine Standards ‘of Living. .~ | . .

L ' “ N - s i
‘In-the,1940's the BLS was directed by a oongressional subcomittee to
_determin& "what it costs a workér's family to live in the large cities.of
- the United States." 11/ °"To-carry qut this mandate the BLS, with the assis-
"~ tance of a Technical Advisory.Committee, undertook the development of a list
: - 0f'goods ‘and 'services -which could be used to determine the dollar level
‘4 .. required for the mafnt(enance of health and social well-being;- the nurture
/ “- of children, and participation in community'activities.  A-budget was
derived in an attempt to describe a "modest but adequate’ standard of
'~ living for % city, worker's family,. o o .
. c,ot o - , ‘ e T
. * i The.cost of this ‘budget wag\estimaked for spring 1946, summer "1947,
" / “ahtumn 1949, 1950,.-and 1951. ‘Employing the same methodology as in the mid "
[ 1940's,’ &=mew list of gpods and services was derived for an autumn 1959
interim'revision of the budget. ' '
P .

Y

= . . -
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e viith few- gxaeptions, 'the’ mar ket bas'ket cdnstruction methodology’ employed
ih the mid 1940's.and in 1959 to establish thé budget level intended to ,
represent a "modest but adequate" stagdfdrd of liviMy was again used in 1966

tosdérive a budget level for' a "moderate™ standard of living. In 1967 the
BLS developed for-the first time lower and higher budgets -in.response to
user needs.+ The "moderate"” level budget was then renamed the intermediate
budgét. - Because the lower and higher budgets simply represent d scaling down
. .and a.scaling up of the intermediate budget;. it is of. interest here to .
“ ‘'discusg first thé methodology employed to derive the ’intermediate budget.
' A discussion of the methodology used te-derive the lower, and higher budgets
will follow. - N . L o ' -

Y 4

The. items and quantities which make .up the intefmediate budget basket
were derived from two sources: 1) scienfific Jjudgments concerning the re=
quirements for physical. health and social well-being; and 2) analytical studies
of ‘the choices.pf doods and segvices ‘mada by consumers in successive ipcon)e

intervals, -

. ""“.‘ » _.'*‘._ ; .1 ,".?
Scientifically determined standards’of adequacy were available for the -
food-at-home and the shelter components of the budget. Nutritionally adequate-
diets for individual®in different sex-age groups have been developed by  the ..
Poodt and Nutrition Board of the National Research Council, and translated into
fgod plans at various cost: levels by the U.S. Department &f Agriculture. The .

. “‘(“ N ' . .
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‘. nnderate cost food plan developed in 1964 is’ used for . the food—at—home Ccompo-—
N nent-of the stermedlate fbudget . . ) .
T elter component qof the budgets is based upon recommendations
origi made by the American Public Health Association and the U.S.-Public .
Housing Administration which describe sleepfhg space requirements, essential
household equipment (in¢luding plumbing), adequate utilities, and heat,
structural condition, and neighborhopd locatio For thefﬁi"sg unit, an
unfurnished fiverroom unit, a complete private th, and the honpowner
unjt a five- or é1x-room house with one- or one and a half baths was speci~ . -
X fied. Both the rental unit and the owned home had to be in sound' strugtural
“ condition, had to have a fully equipped kitchen, hot and cold running water, -
+ plectricity, central or othek installed heat, be located in neighborhoods .. »
' free from hazards or nuisances, and have access to public transportatlon, SN
schools, _grocery stores, and play space for chlldren.

.

It is ifmportant to note that although‘[hese spe¢ifications were estab~
. lished by experts, they do not determine the cost of maintaining a nutri-
- t1ona11y‘adequate diet or an adequate standard of shelter. Rather, ‘the - .
. level of cost at which these' standards are to be maintained is determined
. by the budget makers. As an-example, in the modest but adequate family
U “ﬁt of 1959, food-at-home costs were based on the average  of the costs 4
! *of the USDA low- and moderate-c?st food plans, In the 1966 moderate budget, ,
‘' the .moderate-cost food plan wa '

chosen

F%r the other components ofaconsumpt1on — food awny from home, house-
hold furnishings and operations, transportation, cloth1n , personal care, ,
medical care, reading, recreation,.educational expenses, tobacco, aicohol, :
m1scellaneous con5umpt1on expenses; gifts and contributions, and life-in- {
surance — ho standards’ have been. formulated ky experts. For this reason,
the budget makers attempted to use data on %h& actual spending patterns of
families as collected in the BLS 1960-61 Survey cf Consumer Expenditures”
&nd a statistical procedure known as the quantlty-1ncome—e1ast1c1ty (g~-i-e)
techn1que to'derive quantities of goods and services to represent a standard
- based on’ expressed social goals ) , .
.- . L
. It was anticipated that expenditure data would show that as income *
increases, families would increase spending on a group of related items at
an ‘increasing rate; them expendltures would increase at a decreasing rate.
It was expected that if expenditures in relatlon to income followed such a
. trend and if initjally quantity not qua11ty 1ncreased then a quantity-income
curve would take the same form, that 1s, an "S" shape. See F1gure 1. ] .

"The inflection point of an "S" shape curve was interpreted as the point
on' the income scale where families stop buying "more and more" and start
buying either "better and better" or something else less essedt1a1 to them.
Locating this inceme level would allow the budget makers to select the .
quantities of the particular group of items purchased at this, level and use
these quant1t1es in the market baskets that describe a standard of living. 12/
The purpose of using the g-i-e technigue was to’ locate the, 1nf1ectlon point -




e,

e 1ncome, reached a maximum. 13/

e

Figure »l
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by determining the income level at which elasticity, defined a'& the
Centage change in the quantity purchased divided by the percentage change 1n

.

{ - t

-

In operational terms the budget makers calculated e1ast1c1ty for a group
of items accordlng t8 the following formula:

1099- - logQ. , -
E = 1-'_ 2 1-1 i
. 87 '

. _ ,
" -, - log¥;q

where i = income mterva,l i -
. Yj = megn income for income interval i ) -
Q= the number. of items (or services) in a partlcular
nsumpt1on group purchased on the average by, 1ncome
brcup 1 we1ghted by a fixed set of prices.

Y
'

The income 1ntervals ugd were, $3,000-$3,999; $4,000-54, 999; $5,000-$5 999;
$6,000-$7,499; $7,500-$9; 999; $10@,000-514, 999 $15,000 and above. ‘An example

of a consumption group would be personal care services which includes men's
and boy's haircut$, women's.and girl® s haircuts, sh{vpoos, etc.

Smeary from an‘ unpubllshed BLS workmg paper d1scus es the results. 14/

-

The followmg
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.numerous probrems were encountered in anaf&;lng the 1960-61
expendlture data to derive the 1966 budgets. (Problems also
were encountered in the two earlier periods; but since-these
are primarily of historical interest, they are not dealt with ’
here.) No S-shaped curve was apparent in-‘expenditures (or
quantities)gfor the transportation or medical care components;
and these quantitites for the jintermediate hudgets actually
» represented averagé consumption for this family type.
Elasticities for food away from'hom¢ and alcoholic beverages
were ever-increasing, and quantities were derived from the
income class corresponding to the anticipated level of the
“budget. For a majority of sub—groupg and the clothing com-
ponents, the point of ‘maximum elast c1ty was at the initial
income class: There‘was no observ le pattern of first
rising and then falling elasticiti€s as incomes  increased,
although in this component the analysis for the most part
was based on reported quantities.whereas for most of the other
components guantities were derived from expendltures by use
of anfestimated avérage price. 1In hogsefurnlshlngs, the
" . method could not be used to derive major appliance quantities.
" In the r:galnlng components -~ househol§ operations, personal
care, reading, recreatlon, and tobacco -— the shape of the
curve was difficult to perceive objectlvely except for
. tapacco. - Quantities for the four—person budget were derived .
for all five of these components from the $6, 000 -$7,500 class,
but for several of these groups a case could read11y have been
made for a higher 1nflgctloh pglnt

Abstracting from‘tne operatlonal problem5~1nd1cated by the above quo—
‘tation, the interpretation that the guantifies of items purchased at the
inflection p01nt represent adequate amounts.of the items is inconsistent
with the impli€itly assumed notion of adequacyﬂaSSoc1ated with the point of
maximum elasticity. Referring back to footnote 13 and .Figure 1 on page 6, it
is the case that if expenditures (or quantities) do assume an "S" shape in
relation to income and if a point of maximlm e1ast1c1ty does exist for the
~functlon, such a point is not located at ¥*. . \

x
&

Once the 1ntermed1ate level budget market basket was der1ved the con~" -
struction of ‘the lower -and higher 1eve1 budgets consisted of an arbitrary-
s@pling down and a scaling up of this - 1ntermed1ate standard. The lower and
‘higher budgets were developed in response to user needs for dollar levels
of costs which were either highey or lower than the former moderate budget
. and not as absolute levels of income adequacy o

For the components construtted with the g-i-e approach, quant1t1es ~
in the lower (higher) level budget were: generally dérlyed from the :
income interval below (dbove) the income interval in which maximum
elasticity was estimated to have occurred. * For food—at—home, USDA!s .
low (liberal) ccst food plan was incorporated for the lower (hlgher)
budget. . Sheltet costs were primarily based on the mean contract
rent for the lower (upper) third of the d1str1bution of Unlts

. "' / . .
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meetiing ‘the budget spec1f1cat10ns, and house market values for the upper
thlrd of the distribution of units meeting the spec1f1cat10n.\\“,\

.  To.conclude this section, the lower budget i$ not an- objectlvely rand )
rigorously determined dividing line between adequate and inadequate or sub-
sistence and -nonsubsistence levels of income. It.is definable only ad "lower
than the intermediate’level budget," which was shown to have neither rigorously -
nor objectively defined ‘adequacy. Any attempt to adjust the lower bugget )

level downward (or upward) to define poverty will end up layering another set

of subjective decisions on top of those that were used to derive f1rstLthe
1nterned1ate budget and then the lower budget. _ .

3

Prunng Procedures Coe ’ ' l A
Once the market baskets of goods and serv1ces for the three budgets were
constructed, it was necessary to cdflect and complle price data in the budget "’
areas for the items in the-market Baskets in order to estimate the costs\of
the budgets 4n the areas and for the urban' U.S. This section will briefly
discuss the pricing procedures used in the famlly budgets program from 1966 on.

L -

+

Due to resource- constralnts; pr1c1ng for the family budgets program
involved an augmentation of the price ggta collected for the BLS Consumer
Price Index. (@) program, which measubtes the Change in price levels over A
‘ t1me ‘for'a market basket of goods and services purchased by urban wage
.earners and clerical workers. 15/ This presented a problem because ‘the ..
cooceptual and statistical requirements for price data which are to be used '
in measuring the change in prices over time are not necessarily the same as the
- requirements for measuring the average cost of a market basket in a given area -
and for measuring the differénces in prices among geographic areas at a point .
in time. For examplé, to make'meanlngful compar isofs among geographic areas
of the prices of items, it is necessary to collect prices for comparable items
1n all the selected outlets in all the areas; otherwise, a comparison of the
" costs will reflect not only price differences, but also possible guality
differences in the items being comparéd. A lack of strict comparability
among outlets and areas .is acceptable for the CPI as long as the same item
which was originally chosen to be pricedgin an oytlet is priced in subsequent:
time periodi!%r an adjustment is'made i e item can no longer be found.,

-

= Further compoundlng the pr1c1ng problem for the budgéts program was

the need to collect prices for the three market baskets representing the .
three budget levels; thjs involved pr1c1ngfd1fferent qua11ty levels of ;tems
which were common to the market baskets. s -

Because of the 11m1ted amount of pr1ce data sultable for the family,<
budgets program, several assumptions_ and.technlques wére used to ”estlmatg
pr1ces for the differént budget areasi. One consequence of. using the price
"estimation" procedures is that is is not possible to assign estimates of
re11ab111ty to the individual e;ea budget cost estimates and to the difference
in costs among areas. o S

P
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* Thus, using the interarea cost differentials calculated for the family
. budgets to adjust a definition of poverty tb account for geographic cost of
living differences would not allow for the determination of whether the
definition effectively accounted for differences in the cost of living among
* areas. | . ' . ;
Lo, - “
Geographic Compagisons of Cﬁts of Living ' "1

.

s

’

‘ A definition of poverty which takes account of differences’in living
‘costs among geographic areas is frequently desired and, in.fact, Section
823,0f the Education Amendments of 1974 (July 22, 1974) requires that this
jssue be examined within the context of an overéil study of measures of
«"poverty. The last section discussed the limitations of the interarea
indexes of the famify budgets program due to price data eficiencig;. The
notion .that the content of the market basRets has been adjusted among the*
areas to represent 4 constant level of satisfaction will be discussed in
- this section. ' . i . .
i : ! ‘ S
In the economic literature a cost of living index is defined as the
ratio of the costs of attaining a particular level of satisfaction in
two price situations. 16/ To state this definition less succinctly,
assume that an individual purchases a given market basket of goods - and
services in city A and that the market ‘basket costs a certain amount. 17/,18/
Now place the individual in city B and find the minimum cost for the indi-
vidual to purchase a mark# basket in city B; where prices may be the same
or different than those in city A, that satisfies him just as much as the
. market basket which he.had purchased .in city A. A cost of living. index
would compare this cost with the cost of the market basket purchased in -
city A. In other words, this definition allows for the comparison'of the-
costs of different market baskets of goods and services in different geo-
graphic areas-if it can be demonstrated that a repreSentative’ individual is °
indifferent betweén the two different market baskets. ‘ - -

In'BLS technical bulletin it is stated that "...indexes based on a stan-
dard (family) buydget measure differences in lgving costs ang not differences
in prices only." 19/ In the absence of any-empirical support, this statement
.is true only if the strong assumption is made.that an individual would derive
equal satisfaction from the various market baskets priced in the different
budget areas. p v

Interarea weight ‘'variations are incorporated into several major
components of the area market, baskets for the intermediate standard bud-
gets. 20/,21/ The food-at-home component incorporates regional differences
in food consumption patterns;gthe transportation component incorporates -
differentweights.assigned to the e‘nership and usage -of automobiles, with
lower prégortion§'in large than in'small cities; the shelter component
incorporates varying quantities and types of fuel éssociatedkyith climatic
differences from place to place; the clothing component also incorporates
different -elimatic requirements resulting in different quantities of
selected items in gifferent -localities. Furthermore, in non-metropolitan

) . . .
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areas (places with popul’ationsg of 2 ,506 ta, 50,000) some components inc;orpo— .
rate differences in life style in cpmparison with metcopolitan areas.
; y . :

An implication of these weight variations, excluding the, adjustments
. for climate, can be seen by examining the food component of the budgets.
Regidﬁgl»variations are incorporated into the food-at-home component
based. upori regional consumption pgtterns as reflected in the U.S. Depart- -
- meny of Agriqulture's 1965 Househpld Food Consumption Survey.' Larger
weights are given to pork and larf im the south than in the northeast com-
‘pared ‘to larger weights for beef Jand butter in the northeast versus the
south. 1In order to argue that these weight variations based upon regional
consumption patterns aré valid fpr use in a geographic cost of living
. index, the following questions would need to be answered. Would a repre- -
sentative individual be equally/satisfied with either the.southern or the
northeastern market baskets of food when the southern basket contains °
more pork and lard and less beef and butter than the .northeastern basket? ,
Or is id\ the case that the difflerent ‘consumption jpatterns in the north-
east and south hiight’ reflect differendes in real incémes? '

E i

One more example of the yariation in the market-baskets will be dis-
cussed*here. The weight variations between the metropolitan and nongetro-
politan mreas' market baskets| in the intermediate buddet are based to a o
large extent on data from the BLS 1960-61 Survey of Consumer Exgenditures
concerning differences in exgenditures for families living ir these two »

- types of areas. An examinatjon of the guantities for hopsefurn%ﬁ%iggs shows
* “that the.market basket for pérsons living in metropolitan areas cdntains
1.44 sheets (i.e., the family pyrchases on the average 1.44 sheéts/year)
ard the market basket for persons living in monmetropolitan areas contains
1.30 sheets. There are probgbly many factors explaining why the data show
such a differencein spendirg patterns. For whatever reason, in order to:
use the family budget indexgs to make cost of living comparisons, it is
necessary to assume that an|individual living in 'n‘onmetropolitan areas
" would be just as satisfied feplacing his sheets less.freguently than if
%e lived in a larger area apd replaced his sheets moré frequently.
‘ - ' [ hd «
What implications can pe drawn from this discussion regagding the use
of the intérarea indexes cofiputed in the family budgets peogram to adjust
aagoverty threshold for geograpific differences in cost pf living? If the
vatious market baskets in the budget areas do not représent an equal amount .
of satisfaction for an indjvidual (and without empirical evidence there is .
no way to determine whethef they do or not) then possible differential |
allocations of -funds apong jareas based on this ddjusted threhhold may not
really.be accounting for cgst of living differences.™ As a‘HOssible conse-
quence, returning to the f¢od example ‘and ignoring the other components,

“yoor people in the south may receive less money than someone in the '
rtheast not:because it cdsts an individual lesg¢ to live in the south, put
rather .because people in the south can not afford to buy the same products . #
as were bought jl the northeast. . é~ N

11
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BLS Equivalence Scales

Because of resource‘and time constraints, the BLS was able to derive’
family budgets for only two family types, the four person family and the
retired couple. Because users needed estimates of budget costs for other
‘sizes and types of families, the BLS developed the equivalence scales. 22/
The revised scale publlshed in BLS Bulletin 1570-2 [8] ik of 1nterest here.

‘ The basic problem confronting the budget, mék;ers mvolved establishing
an objective meahs for 1den81fy1ng equivalent levels of consumption or
for families of varymg composition where the* notlon of eguivalent
inc (or consumptlon) was hot defmed. Without def1n1ng equ1valence,

Assumption: Families Spending an equal proportior of income on food have
' attaired an equivalent level of total consumption.

Th1s urderlymg asshmptlon allows us to make a statement: like: - famly

A with .an annual’income of $ 08,600, compns,ed of four mempers, and spendmg\ ;

10 percent of its income or $10,000 on food cémprised heavily of steaks and

, caviar is at an equa\:alent level of consumption (or income) as fam11y B with’

an income of $5,000, comprised of two members, and spending 10 percent.or

$500 on food comprised heavily-of rice and beans., Even if such a situatfon
could not be found empirically, it illustratés the nature of the equivalence
?scales foundation.

“——

The scale#§"as calculated using data-on U.S. average fooa/ex/pendltures

and’ income after taxes for various urban family sizes and- types behaved .

in what at first seems a peculiar fashion. Holding age of tha head of the
household (AHH) and age of the oldest; child (AOC) constant, in-certain
- cases the scales decreased when fam11y size increased by another member
There are several.possiblé explanatlon f;: this result. One might be
that holding AHH and AOC constant does not ately control all of the*
wvariables other than family size that affect the scales. As an example,
suppose in area A a family of three with an income of $20,000. spends $2 000
on food and in area B, where food prices are lower, a family.of fepr ith
~4an income of $20,000 spends $1,500 on food. The equivaldhce scale calculated
according to the BLS ‘procedure ‘would be lower Jfor the four person than the
three person family. Granted’that the data .used were aggregates composed
of several observations. for the particular famlly size-type, the example
is one plausible explanation for the behavior of the scales s In fact,
aggregation would only tend to combine many different possible mfluences

" The possible influence o.%uncontro"lled variables on the scales was

recognlz’ed by the BIS On page\ 9 of reference (8] the following statement {
is" made: , ’

! . . Lo i

In general these assumptions are reasonable for most families,
but for some family types the percentage of income spent for
food may not be an adeguate measure’of edquivalent well-being.

12
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. Even within. tHe rather narrowly defined family types s$peécified

in table 1, there is"room for considerable variation in compo-
' sition and spending patterns, and such variations increases ¢ -

as nufber ofchildren and the age of the oldest:.child rise.

" Also, thd scales are based.on the market behavior of families
as recorded in the Survey QE\Consumer Expenditures, rather )
than ¥n standards satisfying specified physical or social - . \
requirements. 'The nature of food expenditures makes thHem more
flexible than those for housing or automobiles that ffzquently
sinvolve long-term obligations, and it may be easier for families .
to economize on fobd to offset temporary reducgions in income
than to reduce contractual payments. Implicitly, the ‘averages I
on which the scale values are based take account of such varia-
tions among families of specified types, but the scales should.
be used as guidelines and not interpreted in too liberal or
precise g manneér. S ' \ : ) :

\
*

. . / ) )
' However, rather than publistiing the scales that behaved in that fashjon,
a smoothing technique was efployed. The first smoothing described in [8].
amounted to plotting the scales calculated with'regionak data for different
" sizes of families holding AHH and AOC COnstant,and.then stually,fitting a
curve’ that increased with family size.

-\" . . ) N P

In conclusion, the BLS equivalency scales cannot be considered an .
objective tool for adjusting a poverty definition to account for varying -
needs of families of different sizes and types.

Future Research . . .

' Irrespective of the normative issue of standards of living, research
* is needed-in the field offigterarea comparisons of price levels and/or
cost of ljyi Constructiny interarea price indexes is operationally
more feaéiéfgggiven current technology than is constructing cost of living
indexes. ¥However, even the ction of interarea price indexes is
not free of conceptual, statfftical, and operational problems.particularly
in collecting and compiling price data for such indexes. The BLS is cur-
rently performing research in this area, and as time and resources permit
will collect and compile reliable price data for usesdn making interarea

.comparisons, , '

L

Reliable interarea c arisons of at least price levels, if not cost
of living, should be of valile in future work involved w;;h-defnning'poverty.
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_and nf tropolltan areas.

A "~ 'FOOTNOTES-TO TECHNICAL PAPER lV /

LY

1. The term market basket is a conven1ent notation for a list of
.goods and Services and the amounts of the goods and services. A market
basket can contain more than jast food items; such diverse items as hair-
cuts, car batteries, and rent payments can be included.

2. A.comitteé of experts from six different countries met at the =~
request of the United Nations Economic and Socigl Council. in 1954 and '

" recommended that the following distinction be maintained between the terrrg}

"level" and "standard" of Iiving: The "level of living" rélates to the
actual living conditions of a people.” The "standard of 11v1ngP relates
to the aspirations or expectations of a people, that 1é,»the living condi~-

" tions which they seek to attain or regaih, or which they regard as f1tt;ng

and proper for themselves to enjoy.

% ¢ 3. ' The term area is being_ used in place of the proper terms Standard
Metrogglitan Statistical Areas ( §MSA s), Standard @onsol1dated Areas (SCA's),

L ’ . ”
-

4., Although the term 11vrng costs "or cost of living will be d1scussed
later in this paper, some clarification is necessary at this time. The term
is sometimes used in the following sense, how much does it cost to live in an
area? 1In order to answer this question, it is n cessary £o know for what

" Jevel of living a'cost is desired. Since the cussion in this appendix
. 1s concerned with the family budgets, thes phrase "the cost of the budget in

an area" will be used instead of the phrase "the cost of 11v1hg in an area.”
When discussing the question, how much does it cost to live in one area
dersus another, the termimology. "interarea (or geographic) cost of living
comparisons” will be used. ' ‘

L4

5. The budgets are also’misinterpreted at times to be actual expendl-
ture patterns., . -

6. For this paper "objectively determ;néﬁ" will mean that another
group of individuals could use the same techniques and Yata and arrive at
very similar -réesults; subjective decisions would be kept at a minimum.
R1gorous will mean that the techniques which are enployeé are strongly T
g ounded in econom1c and statistical theory. . g

]

"The budget makers" will be used.to refer to the BLS staff and
0 worked on constructlng the fam11y budgets program. The

v
ee [M] for the actual quant1t1es ‘used in the family budget
market baskets. ‘ e

\ b

. 9. In the published 1ntermed1ate budget estimates, shelter cosi 1s
25 percent renter cost and 75 percent homeowner cast. .

¢ .

‘ - 15 .- ' ' ‘
’ , | 93 | \




" '10. Contract rent is the monthly rent regardless of whether any
furnlshlngs, fuel and utilities, or,services are. 1ncluded

* 11, Spr1ng 1945, Labor andﬁFederal Security Subcommlttee of the . T

Committee on Apgroprlatloqf of the Housg of Representatives.

,12. It shqplﬁﬁbe noted thateeven though locating the inflection
p01nt may involxe an objective procedure,,def1n1ng the quantities of

the group of items as: ate is Subjective. k. i ‘. '
0

13. Referrlng‘é ] attachedlnote, Cook.has shown - that even .if s ‘-
there exists ap income level that maximizes the elast1c1ty of an "s" .
shaped quant1ty-1ncome curve, the inflection point, 'i.e., Y*, and the

-

'14. Reference (2] pp. 9-10. . . @

- ,t» . -

4

15, Prices wete collected for the current budget series in l966
and 1969. - Item costs based on 1966 prices were updated to 1967 using
the change in prices in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). ‘ Since 1969,
budget costs have been estimated by updating costs for main classes of
goods and services with the CPI. . b ) . -

1

116. For a %heoretical dlscussion Qf cost of living, see [4]-or [51.

le

17. It is importantéto d1scuss this issue in reference té-a 51ngle
individual or a "representative" individual. Otherwise interpersonal
compar isons of satisfaction are required. . -

18. The minimum cost for the given level of satisfactioh. '

, 19¢ See L[II] po’ 26¢ - 4 *
20, In the cegé’of the family budget market baskets, the %erm
"weights" refefs to the quantitieg of the items.

21. See appendlx tables in [7] and—[lllafor the actual interarea
weight variations in the intermediate family budget market basket.

4{4{- <}he actual mechanics of the estimation procedure are presented
8] for thoSe who are interested. A little explanation may be helpful
for réaders Seeking the derivation of two formulae on page 2 of the bul-

‘~letin. First to-derive ggquation (1), recall that elast1q1ty is defmed as

e=dy . _x , multiply both 51des by dx and then 1ntegrate ,
Y ax X ,

both 31des holding e constint, Second, in order to derive equation (2)
or the equation just above it, the underlylng assumption must be restated ,

&
” . . .

16,

o
-

-elasticity maximizing point do not coinéides-. A further. discussion will -

' follgy shortly. .o
: / ' : -

T
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S e
. - . the Yoo§-at-home and shelter camponents of the U.S. Buread of Labor

Statistics 1966- intermediate family budget describing a modest but adéquate

- " standard of living, no'such objective standards we'r;e afzailable for the
~ - othér components of consumption~fdod away from home, transportation,

.makers used actual.expenditure pattern data ‘and the Quantity=income-
elasticity technique to desive the quantities of these othér jtems to be
used. in the market basketf representing an adequate standard of living.

In particular, the consumption level of a given group of related items
deemed adequate was defined to be the Jevel at whichatlfé" guant ity consumed

an "S-$haped” relationship between quantity consumed and income, and inter-

.ot The bu?et; makers attempted to locate the income level corresponding to
e adequate consumption by calculating the level at which the elasticity of
v quantity. consumed, detined as the ratio of the proportional change in gon-
sumption to the proportional change in inCome, was maximized. The squantity
. consumed corresponding<to the elasticity maximizing income level was then
v included,' in' the market basket describing an adequate standard of living.

. ‘The purpose of this note is to analyze the relationship between the'
slope of the quantity-incame, function and its elasticity.. In particular,
' we shall demonstrate that the procedure ofr locating the inflexion peint
- , income level by computing the elasticity maximizing level is conceptually
PR unfoundéd. For, we ghall show that the slope maximizing and the elastic=
ity maximizing incom& leVels never coincide for a“S-shaped quantify func-

tion. |§ndeed, for a rather large class of such functioms there exists’
®no elagticity maximizing income level. Clearly then, the quantity-income—
elastidity technique fs inconsistent with the expressed ‘Objective of
defiving adequate (i.e., inflepiop point) consumption quantities for
* . inclusion, inthe intermediate budget market ket . c N
L N Y . § ' ’ : . S
> . Inflexior™Points and Elasticity -~ = > ¢ . .

. ‘y o | - ' n .
., point and the point of maximum’ sticity for the quantity-income fynction,
. In the interest of generality g we assume, hete, that the quantity function*,
, «»' q=£(x), is any arbitrarily s%lécted 5-sha function. Under this .

' ‘assumptifin/ the average quarttity (consumed),!A(x) = g/x, and the marginal
i, quantity (or rate af change im quantity consumed with respect to a small
. # . “change in income) ,jM(x) = cai_g » Curves are well defined,.agexhibit the-

P x LIRS - ' -

-

A
*
‘.0
R

"Although sciehtifically‘detéfm‘ined standards of""adequacy” existed ‘for -

‘clothing, recreation,; educational expenses, ett. Consequently, the budget -

o Stopped increasymg at an increasing rate, and began increasing at a decreas-
. ing rate with respect to family income. That is, the budget makers presumed

preted #ts inflexion point as representing the adequate consumption level.

We now turn-to an examination of the "r%lationshi'p" between the ihflexion

° * shapes and interrelationships- shown 'below ’ . 3 L e

1

.
ST
-




. P %ta‘ge' and Margina¥ quantity fun¢tions; relationships

L

By assumption,.i.e., the S-shape, f(X) increases at an increasirig rate
up to (say) the income level x'.- That is, £'(x) =dg = M > O, and. increasing
“. s N . . dx :":1' :
up to x'. After the inflexion point x', f(x) continues to increase, but at
- a decreasing rate, i.e., £'(x) = M > O and decreasihg after x". Geometr -
cally, we may represent t.r@ averade ?ue of ftkx), i.e., the average
quantity consumed, at any income level' x, A(x) = f(x), as the slope °
- ' - LA X . y ¥
of the ray drawn from the origin to the point on the qu'aptity curve g = £(x) .
corresponding to'thé income level x in gquestion. Thus, A(x'') = ﬁ)'c_'_'} is the
. ; N

slope of the ray from Q'to i:oint P shown. (Clearly then, as x increases .
;:_:ar&fx”, A(x) is positive and increasind. \At x'', A(x'') is ma?(imized:

d, for ¥ > x''; A(x) is positive and 4

" .Note 1: At x'', A(x'* = fix'"' 1s £'(x""' ’=M ey,
¥ e 1: At x'', (‘x ) x(x )fequ s¥ (x'') = M(x )‘ )



.
LW

y ¥
f

Note 2:  The inflexion point is x' < x;k{ Since M = dg = £'(x)
L ¥ & ,
is maximized at x', it follows that M reaches its maximum before A reaches |
8 maximum. (A is maximized at x''). . e
Note 3: M(x') = £'(x") > A(k?');‘thus,’the maximum value of -M exceeds
. the maximum value of A. ' =

.

-

‘Note«4: These remarks justify the curves and their.relati;&ggips as
indicated 1in the above diagram. ‘ \ .

Given the S-shaped quantity function, the’ corresponding average and .

. Margjnal functions and their interrelationships, we now examine the rela-  '“
tionship between the slope and incomé elasticity of g = £(x). ‘Note, again,
that f£'(x) = M is maximized at the inflexion point x'. r~ . .

-

Howevef,‘the income elasticity of g = £(x) at any point x is defined'as:

E(x) =d(log g) =x dg = £'(x) = M(x) . \ -
d(lpg X) gadx g/x  A(x) S o s

Hence, it féllbws that:

;f 0<x<x'', E(x)

\"

1, since M(x) >A(x); -

if x = x'', E(x) = 1, since M(x) = A(x); and,

if x > x'"', E() <41, since M(x) < A(x).
; ' a "..\-

“ {
Clearly, then, if there exists an income level x at whigh Eris maximized, ~

-then x < x''. Intuitiyely, howewver, the above results’s st that : v
elasticity may be monotonically decreasihg as x increases. That is, there .
. may be no E maximizing value of x; in which case, of course, the slope . .
maximizing value x', does not coincide with the E maximizing value.

In any eyent, we may demonstrate that for the S-shaped guantity func-
tion, the inflexion poidt and the elasticity maximizing value of x (if it
exists) do not coincide. For, suppose they do coincide, i.e., assume that
the inflexion point x' maximizes not only the slope of g = £(x), but also
its income elasticity. Then, £''(x') = 0, afd E'(x') = 0. But, E'&') = 0
implieg that . ‘ '

L]

» : : L .
X' £ (x") + f£'(x') [f(x') - x'£'(x")] =0, or, .
fx" ' o, ExT)2? 4 "
) ] ‘ . <
simplifying, that , _ o

fl'ix!)-= f£'(x') -1, o
I (x7) .\f(x'i x' f .




—t "
’ : e -

Since f''(x*) O and f'(x') > ©, it follows that .

~

£'(x') - 1 = O, or that £'(x') = £(x') |
£f(x).. x* = 'gx"

N N

But) tiris result states that at x', M = A, which is clearly not/the case.
~That jis, as- demonstrated “above, we know that for the S~shaped -quantity

~ function and the fiarginal and average functions dgrlved from it, M(x') >
A(x'') - > A(x'). Thus, by virtue-of this. contradlctlon, we have estab~’
llshed that the slope maxlmlzlng and elasticity maxlmlzlng points can
not coincide.r - . ' LT . -

1

An lllustntron PR s .

We now 111ustrate the above discussion- for a rather large class of °
S-shaped quantity functions. In particular, we shall demonstrate that there
exists no elasticity maximizing incof® level for functions of this class.

. Let the quantity consumed depe d upon income accordlng to the following
rulg ; ) . -

= f(x)' = -ax® + “;bxz ,‘where i > 0, and a,-and b denote .
arbitrarily chosen positive constants. Given this guantity function,
the corresponding average -and margigal functions are:

-

B . . f +

A(x) = -ax*> + abx, _
A(x) = dg = =-3ax? + 2abx.
dx )

-

In order to construct the graphs oq_these functlons, we make the following
observations:
. °
. ‘1) since a and b are p031t1ve constants, the rules spec1fy1ng A(X)
) and M(x) deflné pardbolas that open downward
+ i) Settlng Al (x) = dA ='-2ax + ab equal to zero; we obtain‘x=b/2
X
as the'value of x that maximizes A, 51nce A"(b/2)-2a<0
_ Note that if 0 <x <b/2, then -2ax > -ab; hence, -2ax 4 ab = A'(x)>0
Thus, A is 1ncrea51ng as x increases toward b/2. At x = b/2,
= ab > 0. .- -, . > .
. ' . . ) :4{-_,‘/*
T \ ¥ . ' b
iii) If 0 < x < b, ~ax2 » <axb; hence, -ax2-+ abx = A(x) > 0.
. Also, 1f 0< x< % b, then -3ax2 > —Zabx, hence,

- —3ax?- + 2abx = M(x) > e.




{ .
iv) Setting M'(x) = _;g = -6ax + 2ab equal to zero, we obtain-
.- dx - , * C T
‘Tt - ..., ¥b/3 as the value-of x that maximizes M{(x), since M''(b/3) =
’ ) ~6a < 0. 'Note that if 0 <x <b/3, then -6ax > -2ab; hence,

-6ax + 2ab = M'(x) > 0. " There¥ore, M is increasing as x
increases toward b/3. At x=b/3, M(b/3) = ab2,
. N . 3
v) If x=B/2, M= -33b2 + 2abb =1 ab?; . ' ]
; ; —Z 1. . .
-~ . also, A= -ab? + abb = I ab? . Thus, M=A at x=by/2,i.e.,
.o ' A .
‘ at- the ‘income level at which A is maximized.

.

of the latter inequality, -x > x-b, i.e., b~x > x.
2b -3k > x+b -2x = b-x. Hence, if 0 <x <b/2,

vi) If 0 <x <b/2, then' -2x > -b, and, adding x to bothéide
us,? '
"M(x) = ax{2b-3x)’ > ax(b-x) = A(x). < | o

. .

A In view of these remarks, it fdllows that the quantity function,.
and the derived average and marginal functions possess the shapes and
interrelationships indicated in the diagram on the following page.
. . 4
. We may now observe that the quantity function g= -ax3 + abx? is of the °
S-shaped variety over the income range 0<x < 2/3b. Furthermore, the derived
- functions, A(x) and M(x), possess the shapes. and interrelationships.over
this intervg:l typical of the S-shaped quantity function case. In particular,
since b can be any arbitrarily large pdsitive const-nt, the income range
0 < x < 2/3b can be constructed to be as large as is feasible to consider.
- Thus, restricting g = -ax3 + abx? to this intervdl implies no meaningful
" limitation on the applicability of this class of functions. - :

No’, the inflexion point of this quantity functién_occurs'at‘x = b/3.

“ However, since / C

-

E;@= M(x) , E(x) > 1, if 0 < x < b/2;

A(x) ' "
E{x) = 1, if x = b/2; amd '

% <E(x) <1, if b/2 <x < 2/3.b .
In particular, since M(b/3) > A(b/3), E(x) is not maximized-at the slope
maximizing point. Indeed, E(x) decreases continuously as x increases- .
over the range 0 < x < 2/3b. For, ’ o .

Al

E(x) = M(x) = -3ax2 + 2abx ! and J )

) )
A(x) -ax? + abx ' ) -« -




g

-

. - . ‘ - X
: Q b/3 b/2 2/3b b

o - b/3 b/2 2/3b "« b

X Average and Marginal Functions; Relationghips .

. v

»

., .
. / N

- : .
. L]

E'(x) = (ax? + abx) (6ax + 2ab) - (-3ax? + 2abx) (-2ax + ab)
“(~ax? + abx)?

’ -a’hx? = a’bx? <0, 0<x<2/3b s < -
(~ax2 + abx)? Alx)2 v .
$ - i ‘ '

Thus, as x ‘decreases toward zero from the nght, E(x) 1ncreases continuously,

i.e., there does not exist an E maximizing income level x for this S-shaped
quantity function in the range 0<x< 2/3bs

/ ' -‘ o ,’ ’
Y % gy o N




Conclusion

In conclusion, it would appear that the procedure of locating the income
level at which the quantity purchased is "adeguate" by deriving the income <°
level at which elasticity ‘is-maximized is conceptually baseless.” For, if
the former income level is interpreted to be the inflexion point of a ir-\shaped
quantity-income function,. then that level and the income level maximizing .
. elasticity never coincide. Indeed, theoretlcally, the latter income level:
may not even exist. Consequently, if, in fact, the guantity-income relation
is S-shaped, if its inflexion pomt is to denote the point of adequacy, and
if, therefore, the budget maker's objective is to obtain the imflexion- ’
point quantities for inclusion in the intermediate budget market basket, a
technique other than tlle quantity-income=elasticity approach must be used.
One possible procedurd, of course, may be to fit the gquantity-income data
with a¥-shaped functional form, and calculate its inflexion point income
and consumption lev:;s. It is to be hoped, however, that a more tractable

sﬁd o -

approach can be devi
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AmualOostsofaImrBtﬁgetforab

Cy
Family, 1/ Autum 1975 (Revised May 5, 1976) o
- G .
o Mly
A .
N . Food Housing 3/ v
Total . House—
Budget Total Food at Food My shelter 5/ | Purnishings
Area 2/ Conmmption | Total Howe From Howe | Total 4/ {Rantex) & Operations
Urban Uhzted States 9588 7795 2952 2563 389 1857 1391 T 487
Metropolitan Areas 9720 7883 2997 2583 404 1886 1427 459.
Mormetropolitan Areas 12/ . 9002 7400 2793 2474 ng _, 1728 1227 S0l
- ’ - Ed -
Mortheast : ’1
Boston, Mass. 10500 8304 3089 2% 383 2189 1723 - 466 —
| sBuffalo, N.Y. ' 9733 7365 2567, 396 1861 1368 493 o
Hartford, Conn 10117 8346 2695 410 ., A79 1725 454
Lancaster, Pa. 9494 © .- 7609 30 2641 382 1810 1379 411
New York-Northeastern, N.J. 10266 8218 32 2792 456 1966, 1489 Y2
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 9847 7815 3200 27152 448 1719 1280 439
Pittaburgh,’ Pa. 9205 7410 2972 2553 419 1637 1201 436
Fortland, Muine 9917 8144 3096 2708 388 2142 v 1641 501
* Nonmetropolitan Areas 12/ M87 . 769 2987 2655 332 1789 1332 457 -
=
Morth Central: ?’
Osdar Rapids, Iowa 9322 7543 74 2352 382 1877 1425, -
i ‘bane, Il1. 10076 8157 2956 2609 347 2125 1652 473
Chicagee, 111.-Northwestern, Ind 9919 8058 3020 2640 380 1960 1514 e
Cincinpaty, Chio-Ky.-Ind. 8920~ 7333 2947 2589 358 1572 1152 , 420
Cleveland, Chio 9489 7782 2980 2519 461 1732 - 1289 4“3
Dmyton, Chio_o 8971 7420 2940 2569 N 1655 1190 465
Detroit; wdlF 9501, 7684 2949 2536 a3 1659 1252 L 407
Green Bay, Wis. 9172 7346 2687 2356 331 1858 1343 515
18, xrz« . 9385 7670 2904 2536 368 1792 1335 457 .
¥ansas City, Mo./Kan. 9373 7672 3019 . 2636 383 ‘ 1666 1213 453
Milwaukee, Wis. 9727 13 M 2406 365 1942 1502 440 -
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Mirn. 9593 7657 2946 2556 0 1809 T134™ 435 =
St. louis, Mo.-I11. 9201 7550 3030 2650 380 1659 1209 450 -
wichita, Kan 9379 7649 2909 2540 369 1840 1367 43
Normetropol itan m—u\g/ 9187 7498 2765 472 293 1866 1399 467
Sauths ) ‘e -
Atlanta, Ga. 8924 7423 2856 2484 . 372 1681 1211 470
Mustin, Tex. 8412 7091 2626 2252 374 1555 1082 473
Baltimore, M3. T 9828 7781 m FEV] 399 1996 1459 500
Baton Rouge, La. . 8598 720 2880 2534 346 1520 1069 451
Dallas, ‘Tex. 8730 7333 2699 2275 424 16f6° v 1169- @&
hem, N.C. 9267 7500 2768 2413, 355 1814 1348 v 466 .
Tex. .8 7495 51 2420 431 1636 1152 484 -
le, Tenn. . " 8697 7301, 36 2375 361 1706 21218 488
o , Fla. + 8902 7455 2617 2238 379 1956 1480 476
Waghington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 10105 8051 2960 2548 412 2146 1697 459 .
Normetropolitan Areas 12/ 8551 N2 2725 400 © « A25 1582 1054 528 .
- \ 3
t.
H
Dwkersfield, Calif. 9101 7521 26819 2440 379 1733 1275 458
Derver, Colo. 9319 7607 2876 2495 381 1664 1183 481
1os Angeles-Ling Behch, Calaf. 10009 8159 2502 2480 422 2026 1582 "
San Diego, Calif, 9682 7923 2845 2423 422 1905 1491 a
San Francisco~Oakland, Calaf. 10509 8510 3015 2633 i:g, 2219 178 * 468
Seattle-Everett, Wash. 10209 8411 309 2706 2148 1647 , 501
Honolulu. 12226 9507 - 3667 3272 395 2644 2103 541 . - -
wruuqaog.xun Areas 12/ 9445 7 7664 ¢ 2774 .+ M55 19 1880 1374 506 AY
I: l C 15226 11812 3715 3322 . 393 3543 312 82 - A
. » N =
E LY * )
following Table 3.) Cn . . '
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Lower Budget Continued: (Revised May 5, 1976)
f LW -

T

Famil i
7 -
_ Other Family -
y Autceohile v Persconal Madical | Conmmption
Area Total | Ovners Clothing | Care care 8/ | 9/ Items 10/
*

Urban United States 702 939 m 248 818 4“7 436
Metropolitan Arems 11/ 666 9%8 778 255 844 467 439
Nrmetropolitan Areas 12/  * 960 860 738 26 * 362 424

¥ortheast : L -

« Boston, Mmss. 698 1149 7% ‘254 786 497, 451
suffalo, N.Y. . . 726 1003 a8 356 705 468 438
Hartford, Conn. 704 975 798 29 765 5302 452
Lancaster, Ps. 645 964 %7 245 680 419 30
Wow Yark-Hortheastern, 502 993 752 27 904 499 “s

, Pa.~N.J. 629 1042 ni 146 4% 462 436

Pittsburgh, Pa 661 8951 736 246 709 445 a2

e -POCLIgnd, MaIne . 645 [ 804 237 744 476 LT
Mormetropolitan Areas 12/ 895 895 739 206 718 362 433

Morth Cantral; !

Oadar Jeprds, Icwa 608 842 874 269 21 461 28
. I11. 639 887 933 258 804 “2 “
Chicago, Il1. " . Ind. 697 113 762 263 876 480 4
Cancinnata, Ohio-Ky.-Ind. 632 [T78 72 211 710 469 422
Cleveland, Ohio 692 960 801 301 7% 478 415
Dmyton, Ghio 632 856 757 238 724 an 425
Detroit, Mich. .. 879 920 784 m 879 463 413
Grean Bay, Wis. “624 869 793 259 674 451 422,
Ird, 702 936 747 26 802 * i .
Kangs City, Mo.-Kan 4 704 932 %0 25 763 455 432
il , Wis. 663 82 963 268 769 455 o4
Minneagolis-5t. Paul, Minn 650 9% 773 2 748 462 432
St. louis, W.-Il1 705 980 715 Fi 722 4“9 429
Wichita, Xen. 646 950 % 263 7% %2 433
Wormetropolitan Avess 12/ 1+ s ™ 29 668 368 ]

M ” M P :

South: v < 4
Atlanta, Ga. 27 861 742, 258 788 m [t
Aastin, Tex. 638 [ ] 7% 250 776 456 418

~ Baltisore, M. 49 930 -~ 7%0 2% 878 435
Saton Fouge, La (7] 895 T g 3 €79 418
Dallas, Tex. 1 919 701 260 918 [¥-3

~  Durhem, W.C, 617 862 726 263 43 469 7
Houston, Tex. 660 94 147 265 a8 4“0 27

' ‘ 651 900 795 236 716 4%l [vie
o , Pla. 663 902 683 am s 460 a2
, D.C.-M.-Va 693 952 707 238 4 13 "
Wormetropolitan Aress 12/ 851 [ 25 S ] 24 697 LU 4l

Wast : - -

Rajarsfiald, Calif ] m 715 4 907 as o
Denver, Colo. €69 918 959 a1 76 “2 430
108 Mwmles-long Beach, Calif 740 103 804 246 9 “ - “?

' San Diego, Calif. m 995 [} 43 968 430 “o
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. o 726 1046 F- 3% 2. 463 457
Sesttie-Pverett, Wash, “o m 0 %3 [ ", 454
Honolulu 762 1086 93 %2 %0 | 499 @7
h—uqz: Aress 12/ - "5 " =33 77 36 43

nchorage, 1136 1136 966 209 1295 (1] 856

(Ses footnotes following Twhle 1 ) ° . ~

1
1 - ¢ R » - J

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Social Security Parsonal
& Disability R
Taxes
577 781
586 811
532 €5
614 uu
583 < [T
591 728
. 5 556 899
625 974
583 1013
538 833
579 748
577 8
44 807
591 [T
579 838
522 643
556 716
527 599
. 556 02
538 966
550 “m
547 2
567 995
- 562 942
538 684
8§50 b3
4 837 - 725
s21 555
-9l 5
573 1039
503 460
509 466
544 9%
527 519
509 466
521 00
593 1017
S04 504
~ e 530
S44 Cs
678 728
. 657 y 662,
704 ]
597 747
74 1518
83\ 1%,
[} . 1w
¥
L}
a
L 4

v




>

Table 2.

&

4

Annual Costs of an Intermedlate Budget for.a 4-Person Family, 1/
* Autum 1975 (Revised May 5, 1976)

] \) - fol. Table 3.
WE R e e 3

R e 1 ’
Family O ion
N ' Pood : __Housing 3/
RO -
Sotal House~
N Budget Total Food at Pood Ay ' Renter HomsowneY Purnd shings
Ares = 74 Coneumption | Total | Home FProm Home | Total | Total 4 s/ 6/ i & Operations
ixban United States 15318 11725 kT 74] 3242 584 3533 2737 1802 3048 797
Matropolitan Areas 11/ 15638 11951 3975 3260 615 3633 2848 1870 k3% 7] 785
Mormatropolitan Aveas 12/ 13886 10715 3610 31es 445 3083 2241 1498 2488 848
Northaast : . * » - N
Boston, Mass. 18090 13512 4128 3532 596 4365 4074 2122 w25 791
Buffalo, K.Y. 16283 12278 3915 3304 611 3785 2942 1953 3272 843
Hartford, Conn. . 16314 1289y | 417 3467 650 4120 3347 2060 me 773
Lancaster, Pa. 14939 11384 3989 3415 574 3186 2454 1808 2669 732
Mew York-Northsastern, N.J. 17498 13126 4343 3590 753 4353 3539 a2 4011 3}4
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 15689 11877 4231 3549 682 334 2616 1621 2947 C
Pittsiurgh, Pa. 14587 11106 3977 3302 €25 2984 2228 1468 2481 756
Portland, 15684 12219 an 3616 555 36744 2830 1920 AU 844
Normetrogolitan Areas 12/ 15221 11639 nn 3430 481 3675 2900 1668 -3 775
North Central: . i t )
Cedar Rapids, Iova 15265 11524 477 2926 551 3544 27% 1878 3094 754
, Il. 15721 12146 A7) 3262 508 3739 2935 . 2294 . 3149 804
Chicago, Ill.-orthwestern, Imd. 15712 . 12139 3838 a2 ,566 3788 3019 2023 3352 769
Cucinnati, Chio—Ky.~-Ind. L 14645 11284 3741 3211 530 ) 3273 2548 1440 . 2917 725
» Chio 15570 12078 3788 3135 653 * 373 2945 1572 3403 785
Bayton, Chio 14193 11055 3741 3209 . 532 3091 2309 1521 2572 782
Detroit, Mich. 15701, 11936 3 3161 616 ¢ 3680 2952 1680 3376 yas
Green Bay, Wis. i 15111 1172 2 21 484 3530 2656 16% 2976 874
, Ind. A 15090 11683 e 7 542 3490 P73 1733 3085 765,
Kanms City, Mo.-Kan. 14868 11435 3824 3280 44 3141 2362 1613 2611 779
., Wis. 16293 11969 3549 2941 568 3943 3179 1806 - 3610 764
t. Peul, Minn. 15709 11548 3762 178 584 456 71 1776 3022 745
st. Iouis, Mo.-I11, ‘e 14805 11405 3877 3286 591 . 3245 2447 1488 2766 7%
Michita, Kan. 14426 11180 3644 132 512 3109 2312 1715 2511 7
Normetropalitan Areas 12/ 14022 10746 3515 3106 v 409 3196 2407 1748 2627 w9
South: ' ) !
Atlanta,, Ga. 14166 10972 PR TR 560 2928 2450 1506 2364 778
Austin, Tex. 13422 10658 3404 2874 530 2855 2070 1380 2299 785
Baltinore, M. 15226 11254 365 3060 634 3166 27 - 2014 2364 889
Baton Rouge, la. 13771 108 3795 3246 549 2793 2030 1306 22mn 763
Dallas, Tex. * 13924 n.ogs 3513 2903 610 3035 2294 1583 . 2531 N4
Durhwm, N.C, 14871 11205 3642 3120 522 3228 2455 1791 2676 m
Houston, Tex. 14020 41095 7 3089 632 2938 2137 1453 » 2365 801
. . 14003 13078 3565 3045 520 3184 2369 w24 2650 815
Oclando, Fla. 13630 10837 410 2956 554 3154 2369 1807 2556 785
, D.C.-Ml.-Va, 11929 3902 3300 . 602 3651 2838 2018 111 a3
Mormwtropolitan Areas 12/ 3 1033f 574 3124 450 2802 1909 1295 - A 893
= [
mdhh Calif 1019 10820 3536 3010 526 2932 1649 235 7%y
Denver, Colo. . 14724 11246 3623 3069 554 3120 76 1513 2530 844
Los Angales-Long Beach, Calif. 15186 11679 3656 3020 636 U441 2684 1920 2939 757
San Disgo, Calif. 15036 11580 3572 2983 619 3437 2743 1768 3068 €.
San Prancisco-Oakland, Calif. 16415 12509 3825 3229 596 445 3221 -2559 3442, oz
Seattle—Everstt, Wash. 15630 12358 3924 T3303¢ 6 s2 30 2085 32329 831
Honolulu 18694 13703 4603 3567 636 4415 3527 2647 382 a8
Mormetropolitan Areas 13/ 13901 10851 423 2955 4 3027 216 152¢ 2373 866
Miharage, Alaska 21229 15865 4581 4018 563 5838 “y 3792 4852 1401



, Intermediate Budget.Continued:

“(Revised May 5, 1976)

‘mlymim
.

tion 7/ - - K
' - e Other Famuly . Social Security | Personal
Mutceobale Perscnal Medical Consuption Other & Disabality Income
Area Total Owners ‘Care Care 8/ 9/ Items 10 Payvents Taxes
|
Urban United States ] 1279 1342 11 331 822 831 Joi 834 2057
Metropolitan Areas 11/ 1283 1362 a1 337 848 861 709 841 2136
. Normetropolatan Areas 12/ . 1262 1262 1044 307 707 695 566 803 1703
Northeast: ' : v .
Bostan, Mass. ' 1330 1582 1150 332 791 916 764 825 2989
Buffalo, N.Y. 1386 1386 1276 337 709 870 721 840 ‘2044
Hartford, Comn, * "% 1405 1405 1143 407 768 933 - 742 825 1854
Lancaster, Pa. 1251 . 1251 1139 322 681 816 689 825 2041
New York-Northeastern, N.J 1181 1387 1088 331 906 924 750 849 2173
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 1204 1431 1022 ‘3 852 ' 863 707 833 2272
Pittsburgh, Pa. 1229 1275 1075 § 324 713 © 854 €30 825 1976
Portland, Maine 11302 1302 1155 N0 749 858 718 825 1922
Hormetropolatan Areas 12/ 1290 1290 1030 294 722 n? 698 846 2038
North Central: .
Cedar Rapids,.Iowa 1314 1314 1249 356 728 856 654 825 2222
, 11, 1313 1313 1351 43 810 820 716 825 2034
Chicago, I11.-Nortimestarn, Ind 1319 1565 1206 « 343 877 868 ne 825 2032
Cincinnati, Chio~Ky.-Ind. 1304 1304 1107 302 715 842 696 825 1850
Cleveland, Chio » 1312 1366 1151 399 804 834 714 825 1953
, Chuo 1240 1240 1089 310 727 857 678 825 1635
t, Mich. 1255 1305 1130 360 885 My . 709 825, 21
Green Bay, Was. TTe64 ¢ 1264 1130 U 675 37 / 682 825 232
Indianapolis, Ind 1394 1394 1075 325 804 76 700 825 1882
Kansas City, Mo.-Kan, 1362 1362 1126 377 766 839 691 825 1917
M1lumukee, Wis. 1273 1273 1237 us 7 846 70 825 2789
Mirnesgolis-St. Paul, Mimn 1250 1258 1110 384 753 855 695 825 2641
St. Louis, Mo.-I11. 1355 1415 1032 us 726 825 /. 690 925 1885
Wichita, Kan. - 1304 1304 1119 U9 802 853 682 825 1739
tan Areas 12/ 1247 1247 109 3 M 703 667 815 1794
i
South: .
Atlanta, Ga. 1240 1240 1075 41 7% 845 675 825 1694
Austin, Tex. 1304 1304 1140 zn 779 854 664 794 1316
Baltimore, Ml 1256, 1308 1100 M2 882 854 686 925 2421
Batan Rouge, la. 1267 1267 111 339 680 823 %69 807 1487
Dallas, Tex. 134 - 134 1019 43 924 857 677 813 1409 .
Durha, N.C. 1224 1224 1053 42 "7 869 - 683 825. 2158
Houston, Tex. 1291 1291 1085 U9 891 820 679 819 1427
Mashville, Tem. r 1292 1292 114 m 718 854 6719 819 1427
Oclando,” Flag Y1 ] 1279 992 * 308 50 "7 670 801 1372
washington, D.C.-#d.-Va 1118 1368 1018 m +838 71 709 828 2427
Moametropolitan Aress 12/ . 1263 1263 1004 304 701 633 53 ™m 1490
West :
Bakersfield, Calif {357 7 904 , 16 909 786 670 ‘ 909 1620
Denver, Colo. 1275 1275 1316 a2 T 826 685 825 1969
Los Angales-long Besch, Calif . 1336 1392 110 32% 1001 809 700 - 915 1892
San ‘Disgo, Calif. 1183 1353 u17 320 976 805 696 915 1845
Sen Prarc: , Calif” 148 1405 1190 83 M7 (138 , 732 915 279
Seattle-Bverett, Wash, 1309 1309 1196 383 873 [ 3% 724 025 1723
Honofulu 1438 1438 1096 385 964 902 m 25 3395
Forsmtropolitan Areas 12/ 1234 1234 s 319 740 6% 660 807 1783
Mcicrage, Alaska ' 1523 1523 1330 463 1286 (11} ué ) 868 3650
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Table 3. . Annual Costs of a H.\.gher Budget for a 4-per Family, 1/
. tte -
Autimn 197'5 (Revised May 5, 1976)
~ @
. .
, . — { Fanily Coneumption
v ’ R -
Pood ~— Housang 3/
. Shelter
Total - House—
. - R4 . Budget Total \ Food at Food May + Remter Hamsowner
. Area . r74 Enl Homa Fromiome | Total | Total &/ | 5/ &/ & Operations
Ochan tnited States 2204 16141 w1 38n 5 5353 3687 2843 3836 1508
* Matropolitan Areas 11/ 22940 16551 4914 38%5 . 1020 5535 3858 3055 4000 157
Mormstropolitan Areas 12/ 19412 14312 0 M g6 4540 2922 1894 303 ;1554
Northeast : -
Boston, Mass. 27000 18942 5143 A% 1005 7417 5683 3300 6103 1555
Buffalo, N.Y, 23617 16562 Wss " 5521 372 2680 11 1616
Rartford, Comn. 22964 17295 4%) 4085 N6 6054 412 2223 4586 1553
Larcaster, Pa. . 2109 15476 972 4003 % 4728 314 2495 3259 uos
N . N3, 70m 1054 . S497 4195 1302 6726 493 4420 5029 1609
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. zn 16463 5263 4168 1095 5174 u87 3578 un 1508
Pittabargh, Pu. 209% 15408 4922 M9 ' 1029 4686 347, 19% 2% 1460
Portland, Muine 21733 16194 S158 4245 913 519 U 2419 3629 . 1569
Mrmetropolitan Areas 12/ 20955 15314 70 4029 702 5153 7 2020 3334 1442
Jocth Central: i .
Cedar Mapids, Iowa 22U 15998 s e 5375 3762 2906 3299 S VEY]
. . 1L 2822 16834 T 3% = 5762 4043 3196 an 1540
Cucago, I11.-Norths m. 2% 16680 w2 3% 931 5513 3845 12 3973 e
Cincimati, Chio-Ky.-Ind. 20490 15158 721 3% - sz amM2. 318 1825 30 1374
Clevaland, Chio P 22200 16445 4Bl4 3™ 1 5464 3791 2207 won_ . 1494
Dayton, Ghio 20637 15432 441l . 375 866 4951 3303 259 u27 1469
Detioit, Mich. 2947 16558 4.4 38 965 5671 4049 236 4263 1449
Gresn Bay, Wis. 27510 15501 an 356 751 5362 3533 2408 3732 1650
, Ind. 21308 15925 446 385 297 5240 3597 2176 3048 1464
Fansas Ciky, Mo.-Kan. 21723 15918 495 397 979 4907 3240 2123 MR 7 1488
. ’ 23719 16202 4572 3643 929 s612 - 3989 2541 2u 1444
ie-6t. Paul, Mum. 2299 15799 057 334 1009 5121 3501 2594 6L,
St. Louis, Mo.-111, 21223 15613 4976 3% 995 4769 3065 2013 3251 1525
Wichita, Ken. 20676 15345 I “ "4703 3005 2226 3142 1519
Normetropolitan Areas 12/ 1974 14466 a3 3 561 a3 3168 2106 3358 it
South: ¢ f) ; -,
Atlanta, Ga. 20362 1::’ L A6 2 94 a3 2851 2162 2973 1383
Mastin, Tex. 1943 1 4379 4% 43 “n 2858 2114 299 1433
Baltimwe, M. 22204 15617 a5 wm 1097 am 74 2633 3034
Beiton , la. 20204 15260 woe 3193 915 4659 3108 2079 1372
tallas, WP 20197 15435 H86 MU . 1012 awm 3324 3124 3359 1367
Durtam, N'C. 2207 15202 ‘o8 3757 851 4685 311 an up 1395
Houston, Tex. | 20090 15357 a5 3707. 1082 4563 293 2129 1447
e, 20038 15331 M50 | 3637 813 919 3zn 2336 3443 1463
orlando, Pla. 19737 15116 2 oMn 852 5035 3421 2049 3663 1435
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 23090 16329 4920 3969 951 5395 372¢ 2914 /s 1491
Normetropolitan Areas 12/ 18522 1439 2 3 616 — 4189 2545 179 2691 1580
Vet : ‘ ! R e
! Bakerafield, Calif. 19792 14588 M1y 3633 7 “2 2787 1997 2926 1456
. Denver, Colo. N2 4, 15459 6% 375 975 4716 3026 71 3069 511
Los Ageles-Long Baach, Galif. 22627 16417 4783 3665 118 5422 3824 3311 3915 1419
san Disgo, Calif, 22110 16091 512 3569 1003 s497  Gom 3176 467 1300
San Francisco-Caklend, Calif. 4073 . 17293 4923 3906 1047 599 4227 3522 431 1543
Seattle-Bverstt, Wash. 22206 16855 4964 . 399 965, 5795 4086 2993 271 1530
Honolulu - 28302 19180 88 4759 1»n 6867 5097 0 5313 1591 °
Rormetropolitan Areas 12/ 19541 14116 a3 6 516 4531 2764 1917 213 1703 -
Mchorage, Alaska 30385 a2 M4 a0 ™ 8408 5731 0 s899 2613
- ‘Q‘ ““ee at end of table.) N L
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Higber Budget Continueds {Revised May 5, 1976) .

Ly s

. - s { i hd
A Famly Consumption . 1 .
T i f
Transportation 7/ . i .
. Other Familyt ! Social Security | “Persgnal
. Autamoblle .| Personal Medical Oongumption | Other & Dasabilaty * Income
Area ™~ Total | Owners “Clothing | cogg | Care 8/ | ¥ /| Items 10/ | Ppayments Taxes
Urban United Sacu‘ . 1658 , 1658 1613 ¢ 470 857 17 ue2 ga1” 4130
Metrogolitan 11/ 1685 1685 1633 CA 884 1426 1202 . 843 ~ 4343
! Nonmetropolitan Areas 12/ 1540 1540 . 1522 ' 448 739 1130 ! ¥091 831 3178
Northeast: - - . , [ A *
Boston, Mass. 1881 . 188l 1709 463 827 1502 ¢ 7 132 i 82 5911 .
Buffalo, N.Y. 1650 1650 ", 1881 .. 477 739 1439 [ 1203 840 . 5012
Hart ford #Con. 1669 1669 1692 569 800 1530 ' 1240 825 3504
Lancaster, Pa. 1524 1524 1690 - 457 708 1397 . L4 825 3648 .
New York-Northeastern, N.J. 1753 . 1753 1619 - 476 945 . 1525 "\‘?’g - 838 6379 )
_ Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 1727 1727 1516 448 890 1445 | 98 833 4223 .
Pittsburgh, Pa. - 1552 1552 1598 453 744 453, 1145 -825 3620
Fortland; Maine , - 1566 1566 1697 . 436, . 770" .13 1184 . 825 3529 °
Normetropolitan Areas 12/ 1585 1585 1502 438 751 1s4 | 1141 846 . 3654
North Central: ° - ' ) B ‘
. Cedar Rapids, Iowa ¥ 1602 1602 1818 493 756 1415 170 825 4226
., 1ML, 1616 1616 . 1984 487 839 ©o1368 1217 825 3946
Chicago, Ill.-Northwestern, Ind. 1853 1853 . 1616 473 - 910 14237 | 12 825 3878
Cincinnati, Ohyo~Ky.-Ind. *1558 1558 1615 414 745 1363 ! 13 825 " 3364 .
Cleveland, Chio 1629 2629 - 168l 556 840 1461 . 197 - 825 3733 .
Dayton, Ghio 1551 1551 1592 433 . 756 (1408 | 1147 ¢ 825 . 121 .
betroit, Mich. 176 1576 1654 495 929 1413 1203 825 4361
Green Bay, Wis. « 155k 1551 1647 455 816 1393. Touse +825 50344
- Indianapolis, Ind. 1662 1662 1575 459 835 1408 un * 825 u6B+ &
Kansas City,’ Mo,-Kan. 1705 1708 1645 529 795 138 - un - 825 3809 >
Milwmukes, Wis. 1541 1541 . 1813 + 483 801 1380 1185 ©825 5507 .
Minnespolis-St. Paul, Mimn, 1529 1529 1615 450 787 1400 . 1168, 825 s24, |
st. Louis, Mp.»Ill, *' ° ' 1763 1763 1524 « 463 ™ 1362 L . 825 3629
Wichita, Kan. 1652 ¢ 1652 1639 490 834 1401 15;'2’ 825 3364 " .
Normetropolitsn Areas 12/ 1488 1488 1634 * 460 705 1128 109 : 825 e 3352
haie , Ga. 1562 1562 159% 478 828 .- 1357 ,  Llas, 825 3420 .
Agstin, Tex, 1651 16§ - 11687 a7 813 1432 1119 - 825 - P B
Baltimore, M. 1585 1585 1643 44 . 920 . 148 1156 n 828 4606
Baton Rouge, la. 1603 1603 1644 473 706 1367 38, 825 2981
Dallas, Tex. g 1654 164 -~ 1521 484 958 u2 1147 ., 825 . 2 ,
purhem, §.C.  ~ 1554 1554 1573 478 874 ¢ 1430 135 825 s, .
, Tex. 164 1634 1617 489 929 1366 1143 . 825 2765 e
e, Tom. ' 1658 1658 1734 4l 749 1400 1141 © 825 270 .
orlando, Fla. 1635 ° 1635 1466 433 *882 1395 - 131 825 , zgfg :
waghington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 1723 1723 1510 490 872 ) ﬁg 11;:; :gg ;m
Normetropolitan Areas 12/ , 1559 1559 1‘_73 a3 734 s .2 " ‘
- ' ‘ B N & .
* g
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’ Higher Budget Continued: (Revised May 5, 1976%
. .t - . f - - - - =
. e Family Consumption .
¢ | Transporati . g e
v ) . ' Permnal Medical o.'nsurpticny P ey s :
R ] - ] N Oth‘a & Disability Incame .
-Aréa . . Total megrs Clothing | Care Care 8/. | 9/ Items 10/ Pdyments Taxes ™
West : ’ « T ' Y . - ) : T “
. ‘Bakersfield,”Caraf. _le48 . . 1648 1397 448 945 1309 1104 915 7 . 3185
Denver,; Colo. , i . 1563 ~ 1563 1844 448 « ° 806 1392 1148 825 ‘3880 v
los Angelee—l.axg Beach, Calif. 1761 - 1761 1586 462 1047 » 1356 1194 . 915 T, A099
San Piego, Calif. . - 30 1630 1580 . a2 1022 1348 /\' 1180 | 915 " 3924
A San Francisco-Oskland, Calif. 1732 1732 689 _ 547 @2 ) 1421 1240 s 915 « 4625
Seattle-Everett, Wash. . 1382 1se2 1689 489 » 905 143 1218 825 3308 ‘
i Horplulu ‘s | N . 1914 .. 1914 1547 i 545 901 1518 « 1334 ‘ 825 . 6963
,  Nonmetropolitam Areas 12/ 1479 <1479 1545 = 475 m 1181 ¢ 1081 825 3519
» Anchorgge, Alaska ‘S S1809 1800 . 1823 710 ~1331’ 1416 1431 868 < 6974 -
Y R ‘ - < 4 . ! h 1
S ¢ - . . R . -
1/ . The famly consists of an loyed hushand, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home;- an SLyearﬂl’d girl, and & l3-year<old boy.
Total budget costs include 1ncome taxes, social ity, other items and total consumption. |
» 3 Housing includes shelter, housefumishings and household tions.* |The higher budget also includes an allowance for lodging awsy fram haome city. b
4/: The average costs of lter-ware weighted by the fllowing ' progo : Lower budget, 100 percent for families living in remted dwellings; -« .
intermediate 723 pegeent for renters, 75 percent for homepwners; higher budget, 15 percent for renters, 85 percent for homeowners. l‘

y’amter costs include average contract rent p. us the costs of required amounts of héating fuel, gas, ‘elecu-icisy, water, spegified equipment, and

insrance on household contents, , | .
§/ [iamegwner costs include interest and principal payments plus taxes: insurance on house and contents; water, refusé disposal, ting fuel, gas,
es: Bostoh, Chicago, -

ectricity, and specified eq\upmt;ammrqnuuﬁmmtmpecom. N
174 averagecostsofaucmobnecmexsuﬁmsmthlmxbuigetwareweighmdbyﬂufollwimpmportid\aoff i
~  New York and Philadelphia, 50 percent for both autamobile owners and nonowners; @ll other meétropolitan areas, 65 percent for Mutonobile owners,
35 percent for nonowners; nommetropolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners. The intermediate budget proportions are: Boston, New York, -

RS Chicago and Philadelphia, 80 percent for owners, 20 percent for nonowners; Baltintre, Cleveland, Detroit; -Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, San Francisco,
St. louis, and Washington, D.C., with populatioms of 1.4 million ‘or more an 1960, 95 t for automobile ownets and 5 pergent for nonowners:
all dther areas, 100 percent for autaqubile owners. The higher budget weight is 100° t for automobile owners in all arebs. .
87 In totel pedical care,treaverqgecostsofmicalmmwre_wxgbtdbyu\efol i rtions: 30 percent fof families paying full ':
- "bf insurance; 26 percent for families pag.i.ng half cost; 44 percent for families noncontributory insurance plans (paid-by employer).

ogst! 1
v 9/ Other famly ‘Sonsumption “fncludefwthe average costs for reading, recreation, ‘tobacco uctsy alcoholic bevur aducation and misoel
expehdi ' *

tures. v
= ig/ Other itede include.allowances for gif#and contributions, life insurance and occupational expenses. . s . -
yo il/ As defined in 1960-61. For a detailed description of these and previous qaognphicalﬁbomdaries, see the 1967 edition of Standard -
s Metropolitan Statistical Areas, prepared by the Office of Management and Budget. : . . . “ st
L Places with popul#tion of 2,500 to 50,008, ', - > T ve, ‘ R ‘ 4 . . &
- . ‘ . . - . . + M R v
¥ ' . R v . . ’G .
. I ] i B . . * .
. N . " S y . - ¢ - N » L4
. = \)4 ) » .

- ~ 0 .
: - : . , :
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“Table 4. Indexes of Comparative Costs Based on a Lower Budget for a 4-Person Family, 1/
i Autim 41975 (Revised May 5, 1976) (U S. Urban Average Cost = 100)
- *
L Cost. of Famly Consurption .
" N . Transportation - -
» . Focd Hdusing /4 N Other '
T ' \/ Total N Family |Personal
{' Total |Conmap- | « Food at | Total | Renter Automobl le Personal | Medacal Income
Area i - Bydget | tion Total | Home 4/ S/ Total | Owners Clothing | Care Care 8/ | taon 9/ |Taxes
Urban truted Sta 10 300 loo ' 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 109 100 100
Metropolatan y 1ol 1ol . 101 101 102 103 95 103 101 103 103 104 104
- Sometropolithn Areds i/, 4 9% 9 97 93 . 88 123 92 9% 87 86 8L 83
‘
Northeast : ¢ s . -
*Boston, Mass. 110 107 105 106 118 © 124 99 12 103 103 96 111 45
Buffalo, N.Y. 102 1 100 100 100 98 103 107 1nms, 103 8 . 105 108
Hartfgad, Conn. - 106 107 = 105 105 117, 124 100 104 103 120 93 112 93
. Pa.a 99 % 102 103 97% 99 92 V92 102 99 83 9% 115
New York-Northeastern, N.J. 107 105 110 109 106 107 86 106° 9% 100 ‘110 - 112 125
Philadelphia, Fa.-N.J. 103 100 ' 108 107 .93 92 90 111 92 99 104 103 130
Pittsburgh, Pa. 96 95 101 100 88 86 % 95 95 - 99 87 « 100 107
Fortland, Maine 103 104 105 106, 115 118 92 104 9% 91 106 %
»  Normetropolitan Areas 3/ *99 99 101 104 % 9% 128 i . 9% 83 88 81 100
North Central : . . * : .

»  Cedar Rapids, mm 97 97 93 92 101 | 102 87 90 113 lo.e ~ 88. ,lod 103

. Champmign-Urbana, Ii1. 105 105 100 102 4. " 104 9l %« 121 104 . % 99 13 e
Chuoego, N1.- o R '

. Northeestern, Ind. Jo3 ‘#3102 103 106, 109 - 49 120 99 mg 107 - 107 107
Cincinnata, Ghio-Ky.-Ind. ‘93 94 100 101 85 . 83 90 9 100 9 87 105 82

*  Cleveland, Chio 9. 100 101 9% * 93 93 99 102 104 122 98 107 92
Dayton, Ohio % 95 100 100 89 86 =20 a ¥ T ~%6 88 106 7,
Detroit, Mch. N %, 99 100 9 89 %0 97 % 102, 109 107 103 106
Green Bay, Wis. 9% ¢ N 91 92 100 97 89 93, 103% o 105 82 10 111
Jndianagolis, Ind. % 9% % 9 9% -9 100 -~ 100 97 99 '+ 98 107 M
¥ansas CityeMo.—Kan. « % % 102 103 , 9 , 8L 100 99 101 115 93 102 92

. Milwaukee, Wis. 101 99 9 9% 105 108 9% - 11 108 % 102 127

.Minnesgolis-St. Paul, Mimn. 100 % 100 100 97 99 93 9% 1 109 91 103 121
St. Louis, Mo.-111. 9% 97 103 103 89 87 100 104 93 & 109 88 100 88
wichita, Kan, 1 9% 99 9% 99 99 9% 92 95 o o 106 98 o1 . 9
Normetropolitan Areas 3/ 9% % 9 9% 100 101 118 88 12 ¢ 88 82 ,, 82 9
R ' . . - ~
South: . v ’ .

- Atlanta, Ga. v 93 95 97  Yeew 91 - 87 89. 92 9% 104 9% 105 7
Austirf, Tex. 88 91 89 8 = 84 78 9 9% 102 101 .95 102 53
Baltimore, M. 102 100 M9 107 | 108 95 99 97 103 107 7103 - 133
Baton _Rouge, La. ¢ % 92 % 9 82" 7 92 9% 100° 105 83 101 59,

Dallas, Tex, . 91 9 91 " 89 87 84 . 9% % 91 105 112 105 60
Duttam, N.C. 97 9% % % % 97 .88 92 - 106 103 105 102
Houston, Tex. 9% . 9% 97 9% 88 83 9% 95 97 107 v 109 100 66
° ,~Tenn. 91 9% 93 93 92 88 93 9% 103 -95 YW s8 103 60
o . 93 9% 89 . 87 105 106 <9 9% 89 93 103 3 - 6
D.C.-#l.-Va 105 103 1 9 16 121 99 wor 92 95 102 106 130

. tan Areas 3/ 89 91 9 9 85 76 121 91 %0 ' 87 85 80 65

West: . «
Bakersfield, Calif. 95 9% % % 93 92 % 104 93 97 , 1 93 68

~ Denver, (olo. 97 98 97 97 90 85 95 9% 124 93 " . M 99 95
Los Angeles-long Beach, Calif. 104 * 105 % 97 109 314 108 110 104% 99 122 ] 93
San Diego, Calaf. 1 12 9% 95 103 107 103 106 105 9% 118 9% 85 p
San Francisco-Oskland, Calaf. 110 1097 1& 103 119 126 103 1l .o 113 115 1047 107
Seattle-Everett, Wash. 106 108 1 106 16 118 98 104 . 114 106 }06 105 9%
Hondlulu 18 122 14 128 424 151 109 116 103 118 105 109 M,
mupalim Areas’ Y/ 99 % 94 9% w0 99 - 126 . M 105 89 90 8L « 102

159 152 i26 130 22 24 . 162 121 125 s 187 102 255
(Soe fooumu toll.& “Table 6.} t N ‘ .
4 .
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Table 5. Indexes of.Camparative Costs Based dn an Intemedlate Budget for a 4-Person

Family, 1/ Autum 1975 (Revxsed May 5, 1976) (U.S. Urban Average Cost = 100)

R

- . Cost of Famil ion

N .
‘ Transportation
. s Food Housing 1
. Other -
v Total “Home- Fumly | JPersonal,

. Total | Consup~ Food at | Total | Renter | Owners | Mstoschile Personal | Madical | Consump~] Income

Area . ‘tion Total | Home & 5/ §/ Total | Owners Cape Care 8/ tion 9/ | Tams

Urban Umted States 100 100 100 100 , 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Metropolitan Areas 2/ 102 102 101 101 103 104 104 100 101 To1 102 103 104 104
quuwc:hun Areas 3}/ 9 9 94 98 K 83 82 9 94 95 93 86 4 . -8

[

Northeast : . . v
Boston, Mass. 118 115 108 109 138 118 155 104 118 - 104 -~ 100 9% 10 145
Buffalo, N.Y 106 105 102 102 107 108 107 108 103 116 102 86 105 119

- , Conn. 107 110 106 107 117 14 124 110 105/ 104 123 93 112 %
Lancaster, Pa. 9% -9 104 105 90 100 88 98 93 103 97 83 9% ‘95
New York-Nartheastarn, N.J. 114 12 13 1 123 118 132 92 103 99 - 100 110 111 135
. Philadelphia, Pa.-.J% 102 101 111 109 9% 90 97 94 107 93 ¢ 97 104 104 110
Pattsburgh, Pa. 95 95 103 102 84 81 81 9% 95 It 87 103 , 9%
Portland, Mune . 102 104 109 112 lo4 17 103 102 97 105 £ 91 103 93
Normetropolitan Areas.Y/ 99 99 102 106 104 93 109 102 9% N 89 88 86 99

North Central: : . ~f )

Cadar Fepids, Iowa 100 98 91 90 100 104 102 103 9% 113 107 89 103 108
Champaign-Urhana, ‘[11 103 104 99 101 106 127 103 103 98 123 103 99 99 99
Cucago, T11.4 - , ’

Northuestern, Ind. 103 104 100 101 107 * 112 110 103 1? 100 103 107 104 . 99
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind 9% 98 99 93 80 9% 102 97 00 91 8 101. 90
Clevaland, 102 103 99 97 106 ” 112 103 102 104 120 % 108 95
Dayton, Chio 93 9 98 99 87 - 84 84 97 92 99 E 88 103 79
Detroit, Mich. 103 102 99 97 104 o3 111 9% 97 103 109 108 102 108
Green Bay, Wis 95 8% 90 100 94 9% 99 94 103 101 82 101 18
Indianapolis, Ind 99 100 97 9% 99 9% 100 109 104 9% % 98 105 91
Kansas City, Mo.-Kan 97 9% 100 101 89 90 86 106 101 102 114 93 101 93
Milweukee, Wis. 106 102 93 [ 12 105 118 100 95 112 105 94 103 , 136
Minneapolis-5t. Paul, Minn 103 98 9% 9g/ % 9 99 98 ™ 101 107 92 103 128
St. louis, Mp.-I1l 97 97 101 101 92 , 83 91 106 10 £ 104 88 9 92
wichita, Xan. , 95 95 97 88 95 82 102 97 102 105 9% 103 85
Normetropolitan Areas 3/ 92 92 92 % 90 ° 97 86 97 93 100 o4 82 85 87

k L]
South:
Atlanta,':Ga 92 9% % 98 83 84 78 97, 92 98 103 97 102 82
Mustin, Tex v 88 91 89 89.- 81 ki 75 102 97 193 97 95 103 64
Baltimore, Mi 99 % 97 94 %0 112 78 % 97 100 103 107 103 118
“*  Baton Rouge, La 90 92 99 100 79 2 75 99 9 101 102 83 99 * 22

* pallal, Tex. 51 94 92 90 86 88 83 104 99 93 103 112 103
Durtem, N.C. L} 9% 95 9 9 99 88 9% 5 9% 103 103 105 N 105
Houston, Tex 92 95 97 . % , 83 81 78 100 . 9 9 105 108 99 69
Nashville, Tenn 5 94 [X B ] 90 85 87 101 9 108 94 87 1403 69,
Orlando, Fla. 89 92 89 88 89 100 84 100 95 90 92 10 102 67

,  washington, D.C.-Mi.-Va. 104 102 102 102 103 - 12 102 103 102 92 100 U7 105 us
Normstropolitan Areas 3/ . e; 88 93 9% 7% 72 1] 99 9 91 92 85 82 72

West: - ! .

Bakerstield, calff, 92 92 92 93 83 91 7 106 101 . B9, 95 111 95 79
Denver, N . 9% 96 95 95 88 84 83 100 95 19 4 94 9 9%
+  los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif, 99 100 9% 93 97 107 9% 104 104 101 3 122 97 92
San Disgo, Calif. 98 5] 93 91 97 9% 101 106 101 1 97 119 97 %
San Francisco-Oskland, Calif. 107 107 100 100 114 142 113 105 108 16 us 102 106
Seattle-fverstt, Wash. 102 108 103 102 109 , 116 109 62 9% 109 106 106 104 "
Honolulu : 122 17 120 12 125 14 125 12 107 9 16 108 109 165
Normetropo! Areas _/ 90 90 89 92 86 L L30T 9% 92 101 % % 4 - an
N . (
Ar-:muqe, Alaska . 1 135 120 124 1165 210 153 1u9 1 #3% 140, 15% 102 177
N L]
es following Table 6.) \
EMC o i \
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6. . Indexes ‘of Ormparatlve Costs Basad on a Higher Budget for a 4-Person Family, 1/

Aunturn 1975 ’(Rev;tsed May S, 1976) (U.S. Urban Average Cost = 100)
. . ' j! ‘- '-Cost of Famil Congumption
- ’ [
, . . l . ' Food ©_ Housing 1- . . .
» 1 Total L | ome- C 3y | Perschal
I Total | Consump- , | Food at § Total | Renter | Owner| r- Personal ’ 1 ! Incame

Area ‘. | Budget | tion Total | Hame' | 4/ s/ 6/ | tation 7/ |cClothing | Care _A 8/ {tion 9/ | Taxes

» 3 ,

Urban United States 100 *'-100 00 100 ,° 160 100 . 100 1p0 100 100 100 100 « 100
Metropol)tan Areas 2/ 103 103 ' Rdlo2 " 1oL 103 107 104 102= 101 101 103 104 105 -
Nonmetrogolitan Are3s 3/ 87 8% . 98 85 67 81 ' 93 94 . 9 .86 82 77

Northeast . .

* Boston, 121 117 107 107, " 139 116 159 113+ 106 99 % 110 143
Buffalo, 106 103 101 100 -}03 94 102 99 117 102 86 105 121

. Hartford 103 107 , 103 105 113 99 120 101 105 121 93 112 85
Lancagter, \Pa. . 95 96 103 103 - 88 88 85 92 105 97§ 8 102 88
New York-Ndrtheastern, N.J , 121 115 414 « 108' 126 155 131 106 ¢ 100 101 110 111 154
Philadelphil, Pa.-N.J , 102 102 109 108 97 126 . 90 104 ) 94 9 104 105 102
Pattsburgh, \Pa 94 95 - 102 1p0 88 70 84" % 99 9% 87 106 88

al 97 100 107 110 97 g5, 95 94 105 93 90 100 85
Normetropolitan Areas 3/ 94 .95 98 104 7. 103 9% 93 93 88 84 88
P N 1 .

North Central: . o,

. Cedar Rapids, |lowa 99 98 - %2 91 100 105 105 88 103 142
Champaign-Urbapa, Ill. 102 04 . 9% 102 10§ 112 104 98 100 9%
Chicago, Ill.-\orthwestern, Ind. 101 103 102 102 fo3 110 o101 106 104 94
Cincannata, Ky.-Ind. 92, 9’ 01 . 89 64 . .« 88 87 99 81
Cleveland, D 100 ‘102+ 100 98 102 78 118 98 107 %0
Dayton, Ohzo | 93 9% 98 100 ° 924 91 92 88 ,103 78
Detwoit, Mich. | 103 103 100 99 , 106° 100 105 108 103 106
Green Bay, Wis. ! 101 9& ‘89 YL 100 - 85 97 95 102 . 122
Indianapolis, <% 99 = 98 1 99 s 7 . 98 97 103 84
Kansas City, Mo 97 99 -~ 103 103 82 . 113 93 101 92
Milwaukee, Wis. : 106 100 ., 95 94 : '-Qs 89 28 103 93 101 133
Minpeapol1s-St. , Minn. 103 98 101 91 o 104 92 102 126
St. Lows, Mo.-I1l. 1 95 97 103 ,103 . . n 85 106 95 99 88 9 88
wichita, Kan.- 93 95. %6 . B sa 78 82 100, 102° 104 -~ 97 102 81
Normetropolitan Ardas 3/ . 89 90 * 90 97 88 74 87 90’ 101 , 98 82 82 8l

- - PRI &
- P - N -

South: v . : .

Atlanta, Ga. 91 93 9 99 82 %6 8. ... % . 10 97 £ 99 83
Austin, Tex. 87 92 " or 89 .84 74 78 ‘ig: 105 1(9’,2 133 ig; 13 N
Baltivore, M. 100 97 >89 95 g3 93 9 102 .
Baton Rouge, La. 9 9 Yoo 100 L8 M= ghy 97 - 102 101 82 100 72 \
Dallas, Tex : 91 9% =93 . % 9 Lo . sg BUFEEA TR 103 112 104 €8
Durham, N.C. 95 94 97 esl. 76, 94 .- 98 10 102 104 %
Houston, Tex. * 90 95 © 99 9% --85%. 35 T80 99 100 104 108 100 67
Naghville, Tenn 90 95 r. 92 94 9; ‘82 780 100 106 9 87 107 66
Orlando, Fla. * 89 % 89 88 o3, 950, 99 L 103 102 65
Washington, D.C.-M.-Va. 104 101, 102 102 g‘ 103+ a1 104 94 104 102 103 n;
Nonmetrogolitan Areas 3y 83 i 86 90 % s, A0 ’m\* , 91 93 86 81 ‘ €

) - A 'Y - ) '

- ,/‘ N « - - i) . ) 0 M

—— S . ’ . ?‘ R . .

Q ¥ . 7 A ‘4 o' = \
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The family consists of an employed hushand, age 38, a wife not
As defined 1n I60-6l. For a detailed description of these

employed cutside the home, an 8-year-old girl, and a l3-year-old boy.

Staustwilkeas,wqaaredbytmmtmeofmmm.

3

insurance an houselbld contents.

R IQ ey

Homeowner costs include interest and
el.ecf.ncx‘ty and specified equipment;
Maveraqecostsofautmnbﬂemsnﬂmgmthe
Chicago, New York and Phuladelphia, 50 percent for both au

Places with Population of 2;500 to 50,000. .
Housing inclasdes shelter, housefurnishings and houseold operations. The highir
Renter costs include average contract remt plus the cost of required amounts of heating

and previo s geographical boundaries,

budget also ﬁcmes'm allowance for lodging away from home city.
fuel, gas, electricity, water, specified equipment, and

principal payments plus tawes; man‘ce on house’ and contents; vai.ar, refuse disposal, heating fuél, gas,
and home repairs and mmintenance costs.

8, 35 percent for nonowners; nommetropolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners.

York, Chicago, and Phaladelphia, 80 percent for cwners, 20 percent for nonowners;
San Frahcisco, St. Lowis, and Washington, D.C., with populations of 1.4 mullion or more in 1960,

" for nonowners; all other ardas, 100 percent for automobile

e 1@

B

expenditures.

ERIC -

¥

- In total medical care, the average coats of medical insurance
cost of msm:gnm,_z&pement‘ for families paying half cost; 44 percent for families covered by noncontribw
“Other famuly comsumption ncludes average costs for reading, recreation, tobmcco products

. 'The higher budget p
weighted by the following proportions: 30

1,

metropolitan areas, 65
The 1ntermadiate budget
Baltimor®, Cleveland, Detroit,

A - ) : .
: - ‘Table 6. , (Continued) . , -
N— ) - " Oost of Famuly Consumption -
Food Housing * .
Other y
4 -~ LTotal. R Home-~| Family Personal
Total | Consump~ Food at | Total | Renter | Owner| Transpor- ¥ | Personal | Medical Incame
Area Budget | tion Total | Home 4/ S/ 6/ tation 7/ | Clothing | Care Care 8/ ltion 9/ | Taxes
“West ) ) ! -
Bakersfield, Calif 89 90 92 94 a3 70 76 99 87 95 110 95 77 .
Denver, Colo. 96 9% 97 96 88 98 80 94 114 95 94 102 94
Los Angeles-lLong Beach, Calif, 101 102 99 95 101 116 102 - 106 98 96 122 9% * 99
San Diegb, Calif. 9 *100 .95 92 203 112 109 98 98 94 119 9% 95
San Francisco-OakKland, Calif, -+ 108 107 102, 10 112 124 113 104 105 116 116 104 112
Seattle-Bverett, Wash. < 100 104 . 103 103 108 105 112 95 105 104 106 104 80
Honolulu 4 127 119 122 123 128 136 138 115 96 116 105 111 169,
Rorsetropolitan Areas 3/ .88 87 86 93 85 .67 76 89 9% 101. ° 90 86 85 ’
. - of
Mchorage, Alaska ~136 ‘131 117 S 157 168 154 109 113 151 155 103 169

-

» alcololic beverages, educatich and

are:

see the 1967 edition of Standard Metropolitan
i

T

mmmmmwdnf&mmofmmz Boston,

tamobile owners and nonowners; all o percent for autamobile

Boston,

poportions
Los Angeles, Pittaburgh,
95 percent for autcoobile owners and S percent
weight is 100 percent for autamobile cwners in all areas.
cent for families paying full
ingurance plans (paid by esployer).
miscel lansous

b




Table 7. Revised ﬁlqulvalence Scalé 1/ for Urban Famhes of

Different Size, Age, and Camposition (4-Person Family-- .
) Husband, Age 35 to 54, Wife, 2 Children, . :
Older 6.to 15 = 100) ’ |
i
Age of Head ) : : I
. . Under 65 or - 1
Size and 'Imof Family 2/ . * 35 35-54 55-64 over
« Cne person . 35 36 32 28
Two persons: average 3/ o . 47 59 59 52 \i
Husband and wife . 49 © 60 59 5 .
C(ne parent and child 40 57 60 58
Three : average 3/ R ?2 8l 86 77
ﬁ?:ﬁe, child under 6 ‘ 62 69 ° - -
. , wife, child 6-15 62 82’ L 81
. .Busband, wife, child 16-17 . - 9 4/ 88 N ‘.
! Husband, wife, child 18 or over - 82 85 77 :
One pamtz 2 children i » 67 . 16 82 . 75 -
Four persons: avgmge 3 . ' . , 74 99 109 91 ¢ -
Husband, wife, 2 children; (older under 6) ? 72 80 —_— -_
Hugband, wife, 2 children, (older 6~15) 77 100 105 95
Husband, wife, 2 children, (older 16-17) - 13 125 _—
. Husband, wife, 2 children, (older 18 or over) . - 96 110 89
‘', (ne parent, 3 children e 88 - 9% — —_— A 3
N “ -
\\/ Pive persons: average 3/ _ 94 ° 18 124 -
Husband, wife, 3 children, {oldest under 6) 97 —_— —_—
Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest 6-15) 9% 116 120 -
Husband, wife, 3 children, (ol@est 16-17) -_— 128 138 - P
Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest or owver) - 19 124 - -_
Gne parent, 4 children 108 17 - - [
. A
: Six persons or more: average' _/ 11 138 143 . —_—
Husbend, wife, 4 children or more, (oldestmders) 101 - - -
Husband, wife, 4 children or more, {pldest 6-15) 110 132 ° 140" -—_
Hushand, ‘wife, 4 children or more, (oldest 16-17) - 146 - -
Husband, wife, 4 children or more, (oldest 18 or over) - .. 9 -_ b
. One parent, 5 children or more . 125 137 v - -

.
. \ ead

Yy Mnlenlmﬂmraremﬂnjguofueoostofgc@uﬂmfm

family consumption of the base family (4 sons—husband, age 35-54, wife, 2 children,
.0 older child 6-15 years) required to the same level of living for urban families -
of different size, age,arﬂoml:out:lm
r7s mmwifemﬂaw-parmtfmxhesmthﬂaumduldrm(mhﬂimmmw
children) present, but with no other persans living with the Eamily.
3 Saumlmﬁarhmmfmlytypeswigmedbymmoffmumofmd\type
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’ in the universe. 'meavetagasincludemtypesforwhichvalmsmmtmgm- \
ra‘belybecmsaofﬂ:emllnnb&rofmdxfaniuesinﬂeupla (
_]mvinad .
Source: D&ivedﬁmmsswofma@aﬂim,lxm A
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